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ABSTRACT 
 This study intends to bridge the gap between understanding homesickness as a merely 
psychological phenomenon and the paucity of literature on homesickness in the field of higher 
education, the goals of which include: (1) to advance understanding about the experiences of 
homesickness in the first-year first-time college students; (2) to identify the characteristics of 
first-year first-time college students who suffer severe homesickness and to examine how they 
resemble or differ from other students who experience homesickness only in a mild form; (3) to 
develop an integrative model of predicting first-year first-time college students’ degree of 
homesickness which will shed light on the implication for improving practices and policies in 
universities. 
 Three theoretical perspectives are used to explore the dynamic process of homesickness 
among college students: (1) psychological perspective, including Fisher’s (1989) composite 
model of homesickness, dual process model of coping with bereavement (DPM) (Stroebe & 
Schut, 1999), belonging theory (Watt & Badger, 2009);  (2) student development perspective, 
including Tinto’s (1987, 1993) theory of student departure and Pascarella’s (1985) general model 
for assessing change; (3) social cognitive perspective (Bandura, 1977, 1986, 1991; Torres & 
Solberg, 2001; Close 2001). A predictive model of homesickness is proposed subsequently by 
elaborating student development model and incorporating additional factors from psychological 
and social cognitive perspectives. 
 Data are collected from all the first-year first-time students in fall 2013 cohort at a large 
public research-intensive university in Midwest. The analytical approach employed in this study 
includes descriptive statistics, ANOVA tests, factor analysis and structural equation modeling. 
First, descriptive analysis is used to describe the characteristics of the overall sample. Second, 
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frequency analyses are used to study the patterns of homesickness in the student population. 
Third, ANOVA is utilized to compare the homesickness among different student sub-populations. 
Confirmatory factor analyses are employed to examine the fit between the sample data and 
survey constructs, and then structural equation modeling is used to examine the proposed model 
linking input and environment variables with the output variable. 
The results of the study confirm two constructs underlying homesick scales: separation 
and distress. Females, out-of-state residents, students living on campus and first-generation 
college students reported a significantly higher degree of homesick separation. As for the 
intensity of homesick distress, the findings of structural equation modeling provide insights on 
what factors exert significant impact and how they interact to form the collective influence on 
homesick distress. Not only do the results of this study contribute to the limited literature on 
homesickness in the field of higher education, but they also serve as an inspiration for higher 
education personnel, including administrators, faculty, advisors, mental health counselors, 
residence staff etc., to develop and implement effective prevention and intervention strategies, in 
order to ameliorate the intensity of homesick distress and promote a better transitional 
experience among first-year first-time college students.  
 
 
 
1 
 
 
 
CHAPTER 1. INTRODUCTION 
An increasing number of young adults in the United States are choosing to pursue a 
college degree. In 2013, the number of postsecondary enrollments exceeded 20.3 million, an 
increase of 20.5% from the year 2003 (NCES, 2015a). Specifically, the number of students aged 
18 to 24 years  has reached 11.8 million, an increase of 19.8% compared to the number in 2003, 
and the percentage of 18 to 24 years old students in college has reached 57.8% in 2013 (NCES, 
2015b & 2015c).  
With such an increasing population, it is no wonder that a wealth of literature has been 
devoted to first-year college students’ transition experience. Although the public has traditionally 
regarded transition to college as a positive adventure, with more opportunities for self-
exploration and personal development, students have to face multifaceted challenges, including 
managing their lives independently; establishing new friendships and acclimating to the new 
routines and academic criteria (Johnson, Sandhu, & Daya, 2007; Thurber &Walton, 2012). For 
students who move away from home, the transition can be additionally challenging (Fisher, 
Murray, & Frazer, 1985; Chow & Healey, 2008). They may experience a sense of displacement 
owing to the abrupt shift from their previous familiar environments.  
This experience of separation and its subsequent psychological symptoms has frequently 
been identified as homesickness, which has potentially negative social and intellectual 
consequences (Scopelliti &Tiberio, 2010; Thurber & Walton, 2012).  The Oxford Dictionary 
(2012) defines homesickness as “experiencing a longing for one’s home during a period of 
absence from it” and the Merriam-Webster Dictionary (2012) interprets it as “longing for home 
and family while absent from them”. Although previous literature has not come to an agreement 
on the precise definition of homesickness, most research describes it through psychological 
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symptoms, such as distress or impairment, caused by the separation from family, friends and 
other familiar surroundings (Van Tilburg, Vingerhoets, & Van Heck, 1996, 1997; Archer, 
Ireland, Amos, Broad & Currid, 1998; Thurber, 2005). Some people experience it in a mild form, 
which can actuate healthy attachment behaviors and coping skills (Thurber, 1995; Hendrickson, 
Rosen, & Aune, 2010). Nevertheless, intense homesickness can be anguish.  
Although the American Psychiatric Association (2013) has not listed homesickness as a 
formal diagnostic term in the Diagnostic and Statistical Manual of Mental Disorders (DSM-5), 
intensive homesickness is most commonly categorized as an Adjustment Disorder with mixed 
anxiety and depressed mood, with features including: the onset of symptoms begin within three 
months of the stressor (in this case, leaving home); the presence of clinically significant distress 
that produces  impairment in social and occupational functioning; “not merely an exacerbation of 
a preexisting mental disorder” (p. 286); symptoms beyond normal bereavement; and symptoms 
persist no more than six months once the stressor is removed. 
Academic discourse has been treating moving away from home as “a universal 
developmental milestone” (Thurber &Walton, 2007). Indeed, almost all people experience 
homesickness at some point during their lives (Thurber & Walton, 2012). Previous research has 
looked at the prevalence of homesickness among different populations. In a series of studies, 
Fisher et al. (1984, 1985, 1986) found homesickness reported by 60% to 70% of the British 
boarding school pupils, student nurses and university students. Another investigation in Great 
Britain found 39% of university students reported definite feelings of homesickness, 20% were 
unsure and 41% reported no homesickness (Brewin, Furnham, & Howes, 1989). Studies in other 
countries reported different percentages. Stroebe and her colleagues (2002) found almost 50% of 
Dutch students reported feeling homesick at least once after arriving at the university, while 
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more than 80% of the students at a British university reported homesickness after school started. 
In a comparison study conducted in the United States and Turkey, Carden and Feicht (1991) 
found that 19% of American and 77% of Turkish students could be identified as being homesick. 
The wide variation of estimates can be ascribed to the different definitions of homesickness, 
different types of measurement scales and different circumstances.   
Statement of Problem 
Homesickness has affected both men and women, both elders and youth.  It’s a 
widespread phenomenon that experienced by people of all cultures and all ages. Researchers 
have investigated the phenomena of homesickness in military personnel, boarding school 
students, immigrants, and college students (Agterberg & Passchier, 1998; Fisher, Frazer, & 
Murray, 1986; Tartakovsky, 2007; Thurber & Walton, 2007).  Among those homesick sufferers, 
it is estimated that 10% to 15% will have trouble carrying out daily activities due to the reduced 
physical and psychological functioning (Fisher, 1989; Stroebe, Vliet, Hewstone, & Willis, 2002).  
Homesickness has an additional impact on students because they are in a period of 
development and are particularly subject to longitudinal impairment on cognitive-motivational-
emotional dimensions (Van Tilburg, Vingerhoets, &Van Heck, 1999). Extensive research has 
looked at the severity and intensity of homesickness among different student populations. 
Thurber and Walton (2007) indicated that among children and adolescents, a relationship existed 
between severe homesickness and a number of social problems, coping deficits, cognitive 
failures, feeling of helpless, depression and anxiety.  Other research has found similar problems 
among college students (Van Tilburg, Vingerhoets, & Van Heck, 1996; Van Tilburg, 
Vingerhoets, Van Heck, & Kirschbaum, 1999; Constantine, Kindaichi, Okazaki, Gainor, & 
Baden, 2005). Fisher and Hood (1987) found that homesickness in college students can produce 
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less adaptability to the new environment and higher scores on psychological disturbance and 
absentmindedness measures. Homesick students also scored lower on self-efficacy than students 
who were not homesick (Smith, 2007).  
Studies found extra adjustment challenges for international students when they entered 
into the new county, owing to the language difficulties, cultural shock, environmental differences, 
possible discrimination and less peer support (Constantine, Kindaichi, Okazaki, Gainor, & Baden, 
2005; Thurber & Walton, 2012). All these factors may exacerbate students’ experience of 
homesickness, and result in more severe cognitive and behavior problems. 
Since homesickness has exercised such a considerable influence on individuals’ 
psychological well-being and their working performance, much has been written on the 
determinants of homesickness in college students, such as individuals’ demographic background 
(e.g., Brewin, Furnham, & Howes, 1989; Kazantzis & Flett, 1998; Poyrazli &Lopez, 2007), 
psychological predispositions (e.g., Smith, 2007;Thurber & Walton, 2007; Chow & Healey, 
2008) and their environmental characteristics (e.g., Fisher, Murray, & Frazer, 1985; Watt & 
Badger, 2009; Stroebe, Vliet, Hewstone, & Willis, 2002). On one hand, the plentiful studies 
illustrated the phenomenon of homesickness in college students has drawn a great interest and 
attention from the researchers in the field of psychology, on the other hand, there is a scarcity of 
research on homesickness in the field of higher education.  Little has been done to explore how 
homesickness interacts with other dimensions of students’ learning experiences in higher 
education institutions, such as academic behaviors and skills, commitment to a postsecondary 
degree, course struggling, campus involvement and peer connections. 
Furthermore, most of the previous research (Brewin et al., 1989; Archer et al.,1998; 
Stroebe et al., 2002; Poyrazli & Lopez, 2007; Watt & Badger, 2009) employed statistical 
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methods such as correlation analysis and regression analysis to study the effects  of certain 
factors on homesickness. However, there is virtually no research in higher education providing 
an integrative model to explain students’ dynamic transition to college, particularly how various 
aspects of students’ adjustment interact with each other to influence homesickness.  
Purpose of the Study 
Several theoretical models have been brought forward to understand the dynamic of 
homesickness, with the implications for prevention and intervention. Nevertheless, due to the 
fact that most studies are psychological research, the implications are constrained to parents and 
students, and hardly affect the practice and policies in universities. Hence, in order to bridge the 
gap between understanding homesickness as a merely psychological phenomenon and the 
paucity of literature in the field of higher education, a study from the lens of the higher education 
perspective is needed. This study aims to fill this gap with a three-fold purpose: 
1. To advance understanding about the experiences of homesickness in the first-year first-
time college students. 
2. To identify the characteristics of first-year first-time college students who suffer severe 
homesickness and to examine how they resemble or differ from other students who 
experience homesickness only in a mild form.  
3. To develop an integrative model of predicting first-year first-time college students’ 
degree of homesickness which will shed light on the implication for improving practices 
and policies in universities. 
Research Questions 
This study intends to understand first-year first-time college students’ experience of 
homesickness from a holistic perspective. The investigation not only includes students’ pre-
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college characteristics, such as gender, race, high school performance, parents’ education etc., 
but also takes into account students’ behaviors and experiences during the transition period from 
high school to university. In addition, the interactions among personal, environmental and 
behavioral variables are also estimated in a structural equation model.  The following specific 
questions are addressed in this study:  
1. What is the incidence rate of homesickness among the first-year first-time college 
students at a public research-intensive university? 
2. What are the differences in homesick measures between groups based on different pre-
college characteristics and environmental factors, such as gender, age, race, nationality, 
residency, parental education, degree aspiration and living environment?  
3. How do students’ background characteristics and environmental factors influence their 
degree of homesickness? Particularly how do these variables interact to influence the 
students’ homesickness? 
Theoretical Frameworks 
 This research draws upon several theoretical perspectives in an effort to gain a holistic 
understanding of homesickness. Specifically the following perspectives provide strong 
theoretical support to the design and structure of this study:  
1. Psychological perspective, including Fisher’s (1989) composite model of homesickness, 
dual process model of coping with bereavement (DPM) (Stroebe & Schut, 1999), 
belonging theory (Watt & Badger, 2009);  
2. Student development perspective, including Tinto’s (1987, 1993) theory of student 
departure and Pascarella’s (1985) general model for assessing change;  
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3. Social cognitive perspective (Bandura, 1977, 1986, 1991; Torres & Solberg, 2001; Close 
2001).  
 In psychological perspective, Fisher’s (1989) multicausal model provides a general 
picture of homesickness, explaining that homesickness arose as a response to the combined 
effects of separation from home and entry into the new situation. The DPM (Stroebe & Schut, 
1999) has similar conclusions with Fisher’s model. It identifies two types of stressors that are 
relevant to the prediction of outcome when confronting with the reality of loss: loss-oriented 
refers to concentration on the loss experience itself while the restoration-oriented refers to the 
endeavor of accustoming to the new environment. Stroebe and her colleagues (2002) 
subsequently introduced the DMP as the theoretical basis to the study of homesickness in college 
students, providing an overview of factors that may be antecedents or consequences of 
homesickness.   
Baumeister and Leary (1995) first proposed the belonging theory from the lens of 
personality and social psychology, arguing that the need to belong is the fundamental human 
motivation for interpersonal relationships. After 14 years, Watt and Badger (2009) used this 
theory to study the effects of social belonging on homesickness, showing how homesickness was 
actuated by the need to belong. They suggest that homesickness is generated in part from distress 
at the dissolution of former social bonds. Belonging theory is utilized in this study to structure 
the relationships between first-year first-time college students’ homesickness and their social 
belonging on campus. 
 Regarding the student development perspective, this study adopts Tinto’s (1993) theory 
of student departure as the base model and then extends the model by including additional 
perspectives from different fields to form a holistic understanding of homesickness for first-year 
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first-time college students. Although Tinto focuses on student withdrawal process, his model has 
also been successfully employed in studying other outcomes of student growth (Pascarella & 
Terenzini, 2005). In his theory, students enter a university with some background characteristics, 
such as family background, prior schooling, skills and attributes (Tinto, 1993; Pascarella & 
Terenzini, 2005). These attributes shape students’ initial goals and institutional commitments 
which are subsequently reformulated through the interactions with the academic and social 
systems of the institution (Tinto, 1993; Pascarella & Terenzini, 2005). Accumulation of the 
positive integrations in these systems results in an increasing commitment to the institution, 
which directly accelerate students’ development. By using Tinto’s (1993) theory, this study 
proposed an integrative model to explain homesick through a variety of variables as well as the 
interrelations among them.  
 Since researchers also looked at homesickness through cognitive-motivational-emotional 
dimensions (Van Tilburg, Vingerhoets &Van Heck, 1999), this study employs social cognitive 
theory to enhance the explanatory power of the proposed model. One fundamental aspect of 
social cognitive theory is the belief that personal, behavioral and environmental factors influence 
each other in a bidirectional reciprocal fashion (Bandura, 1977, 1986). And standing at the core 
of social cognitive theory are the self-efficacy beliefs which play a central role in human 
motivation and behavior performance (Bandura, 1991). Integrating these perspectives into one 
comprehensive model, this study seeks to elaborate the explanation of homesickness from a 
holistic view for first-year first-time college students at a large public university. 
Methodology 
This study employs a quantitative mode of inquiry, using institutional and survey data 
from a research-intensive land-grant college in the Midwest. The Educational Benchmarking, 
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Inc.’s MAP-Works survey was administered online by the department of residence to all first-
year first-time students in the third week of the fall semester as a 20-minute assessment to 
measure pre-college characteristics and college transition experiences. The MAP-Works 
questionnaire consists of 145 items that centered on 12 major concepts: (1) self-rated academic 
skills; (2) self-rated management skills; (3) self-rated health styles; (4) commitment; (5) 
academic experience; (6) struggling in courses; (7) academic behaviors; (8) campus involvement; 
(9) homesickness; (10) academic integration;  (11) social integration; (12) overall evaluation of 
the university.  
The data was elicited from all the first-year first-time students in fall 2013 cohort with a 
total enrollment of more than 6,000. Over 5,000 students answered the survey yielding a 
response rate of 84.4%. The selection of the variables from institutional data and MAP-Works 
survey was informed by the conceptual frameworks. 
The analytical approach employed in this study includes descriptive statistics, ANOVA 
tests, factor analysis and structural equation modeling. First, descriptive analysis was used to 
describe the characteristics of the overall sample. Second, frequency analyses were used to study 
the patterns of homesickness in the student population. Third, ANOVA was utilized to compare 
the homesickness among different student sub-populations. Confirmatory factor analyses were 
employed to examine the fit between sample data and survey constructs, and then structural 
equation modeling was used to examine the model linking input and environment variables with 
the output variable.  
Significance of the Study 
As discussed earlier, the data from NCES (2015a) have identified a steady increase in the 
enrollment of college students in the United States during the past decade. More and more 
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students choose to move away from home and enter the university. Among all the adjustment 
issues, homesickness has received increasing attention from the scholars in psychology during 
the past twenty years.  A wealth of knowledge has been obtained on college students’ experience 
of homesickness through the lens of personality and social psychology. Nevertheless, there is 
virtually no research conducted to study homesickness from the lens of higher education. Little is 
known about how homesickness as an educational outcome is produced through the interaction 
between college environments and student inputs. This study is designed to contribute to the 
literature on homesickness in the field of higher education. Psychological researchers have 
proposed several models and theories to explain homesickness. This study attempts to develop a 
more synthetic view of homesickness that incorporates previous models with educational setting 
and frameworks, the result of which is a new integrative model. In this way, it takes advantage of 
multiple theoretical models to enhance understanding of homesickness in a more holistic way.  
 It is important to investigate the phenomenon of homesickness in a larger population 
because the samples in previous literature have been relatively small, approximating hundreds of 
students per study.  Although these studies have provided a lot of useful results for implication 
and future research, it is unclear whether the results of these analyses can be generalizable to a 
larger scale of the population. This study benefits from a large sample size by reflecting more 
accurately how homesickness affects the first-year first-time college students at a large-size 
research-intensive postsecondary institution.  
 Understanding how environmental variables mediate the impact of student input on 
homesickness can better inform education practitioners about college students’ experience of 
adjustment. It provides additional strategies to improve students’ education outcome which is 
lacking in traditional psychology research. As Astin (1993) suggested, the estimation of the 
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effect of environmental variables on educational outcome may be inaccurate due to the absence 
of interaction with students’ input (personality, demographics, academic abilities etc.). This 
study provides a more accurate picture.  
Lastly, this study is beneficial for the faculty, staff and administrators who work closely 
with students and university’s support resources. It provides insightful knowledge for improving 
institutional efforts by addressing specific adjustment issues which lead to severe homesickness. 
In this way, the implication of practice not only involves students and parents but also the 
university practitioners. In short, this study contributes to the practices and policies of the 
universities by linking institutional support networks with traditional psychological preventions 
and treatments.   
Definition of Terms 
Homesickness- Homesickness has different meaning in different contexts. The Merriam-
Webster Dictionary (2012) explains it as “longing for home and family while absent from them,” 
which can be experienced by all populations. In psychology, severe homesickness is classified as 
an adjustment disorder with either depressed mood or physical complaints. In this study, 
homesickness refers to the experience of missing home environment after relocation, along with 
mild to severe distress. 
American Psychiatric Association –a scientific and professional organization of 
psychologists in the United States.  APA has more than 134,000 members and is the largest 
psychiatric organization in the world. The works of APA includes the publication of various 
journals and pamphlets. One of the most well-known works is the Diagnostic and Statistical 
Manual of Mental Disorders (DSM). 
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DSM-V– The Diagnostic and Statistical Manual of Mental Disorders (DSM) is the most 
widely used classification system in of mental disorders in the United States (Comer, 2013). It is 
written and published by American Psychiatric Association (APA).  The DSM has been 
significantly revised several times over the years, from DSM-I (1952) to DSM-II (1968), DSM-
III (1980), DSM-III-R (1987), DSM-IV-TR (2000) and DSM-5 (2013). The system records each 
disorder’s diagnostic criteria and its clinical features, along with the background information, 
research findings, future trends, and family patterns (Comer, 2013).   
Adjustment disorder –the abnormal and excessive reaction when an individual has 
difficulty adjusting to a particular life stress, such as loss of interest, depression, crying, anxiety, 
and feelings of hopelessness (APA, 2013). The reaction deviates from the normal expectation 
and causes significant distress on individuals, which interferes with daily functioning (Comer, 
2013).  In some cases it also places the individuals at a high risk of suicide and other dangerous 
behaviors (APA, 2013).  The adjustment disorder is also known as situational depression and can 
resolves once the individuals are able to adjust to the situation (APA, 2013). However, if the 
symptom persists over time, it may evolve into a major depressive disorder (Comer, 2013). 
Depressed mood- refers to a state of low mood which normally involves the feeling of 
sadness, anxiety, restlessness, emptiness, hurt, and worthlessness (Comer, 2013). It can be a 
normal reaction to some life stresss, and not necessarily associated with certain psychological 
disorders (Comer, 2013).  
Psychological research- refers to the research conducted by psychologists, which are 
focused on the individuals’ behaviors and experiences. 
Higher Education- generally refers to the learning that leads to certain academic degrees 
or professional certifications. The institutions of higher education include colleges, universities, 
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academies, seminaries, vocational schools, technology institutes, trade schools and career 
colleges.  
Postsecondary Education- normally used interchangeably with higher education. 
College Adjustment- refers to the adjustment that new college students need to experience 
as a result of their entry into the university. It is considered as one of the first major life changes 
for many young adults, which may include both social and academic adjustments.  
International Students -Students who are neither U.S. citizens nor U.S. permanent 
residents while studying in the United States. They normally purse their study with an F-1, M-1 
or J-1 visa. 
Organization of Study 
 This study attempts to better understand college students’ experience of homesickness in 
their transition to university, and to bring forward an integrative structural model which can help 
predict the degree of homesickness based on student input and environmental variables. Five 
chapters comprise this study. Chapter 2 offers an outline of literature on homesickness, 
synthesizing the information of homesickness in the college transition period. In particular, 
chapter 2 summarizes previous research that explored the risk factors of homesickness. The 
measurements of homesickness scales are also discussed. Additionally, chapter 2 expounds 
several theoretical perspectives to better inform the cause of homesickness. 
Chapter 3 provides a thorough explanation of the research methodology used in designing 
and structuring the study, which includes research design, data sources, sample, instrumentation, 
data analysis and ethical considerations. Chapter 4 presents the results of data analysis and 
elaborates the research questions. A thorough discussion of the findings will be provided in 
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Chapter 5. Additionally, Chapter 5 provides the implications for practice as well as the 
recommendations for the future research. 
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CHAPTER 2. REVIEW OF THE LITERATUR 
This chapter provides a comprehensive review of literature on homesickness. The first 
section sets the homesickness in the context of college transition experience.  The second section 
outlines the risk factors relating to homesickness which have been identified by the researchers 
in the past fifty years. The subsequent section explores the measurement scales of homesickness 
that has been developed and frequently referred to in the field of psychology. And the last 
section examines the theoretical perspectives that constitute the foundation of this study, 
including psychological perspective (Fisher, 1989; Stroebe & Schut, 1999; Baumeister & Leary, 
1995; Watt & Badger, 2009), student development perspective (Tinto, 1987, 1993; Pascarella, 
1985), and social cognitive perspective (Bandura, 1977, 1986, 1991; Torres & Solberg, 2001; 
Close 2001). A literature map highlighting essential literature regarding homesickness is 
presented in Figure 2.1. 
Homesickness in College Transition 
In the transition from high school to college, students encounter numerous changes and 
challenges. Giddan (1988) conceived the first-year of college as the most difficult time of 
adjustment. Academic pressure as well as social challenges have been at the focus of college 
transition research and been viewed as primary concerns for new college students (Elizabeth & 
Sigal, 2001). Many students who experienced college transition have reported pain and 
disappointment with regard to the social interactions and relationships (Langston & Cantor, 
1989). A large portion of new college students live away from home for the first time, residing in 
a new place for the educational purpose (Elizabeth & Sigal, 2001).  This geographic distance can 
add the problem of being separated from existing social support provided by family members 
(Fisher, Murray & Frazer, 1985).  In addition to the changes in family support, college students 
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are also distanced from the existing network of friendship and forced to face the challenge of 
forming a new social network in a novel environment (Elizabeth & Sigal, 2001).  
Medalie (1981) argued that the development tasks in college transition involves “both 
divestment of the past and investment in a new life” (p.75), and entering college means “the 
death of childhood” (p.75). New college adjustment requires the renegotiation of interpersonal 
bonds, which include friendship and family relationships (Kenny & Donaldson, 1992). The loss 
of intimacy with precollege friends and family ties can generate a heightened concern about 
these relationships (Elizabeth & Sigal, 2001). Grief and emotional distress may go along with 
this adjustment process. Moreover, the feeling of loss, the self-doubt and disappointment can 
emerge in students’ encountering with the unfamiliar environment at college, potentially 
triggering self-defeating habits (Elizabeth & Sigal, 2001). 
 
Figure 2.1 Literature map of the college students’ homesickness experiences. 
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One mental state produced in such a major life transition is “homesickness.” This term is 
defined by Fisher and Hood (1987) as “a complex cognitive-motivational-emotional state 
concerned with grieving for, yearning for and being occupied with thoughts of home” (p. 426).  
Pivotal reported features associated with homesickness include strong preoccupations with 
thoughts of home, perceived need to go home, a sense of grief for home and an emotional state 
of disorientation in the novel environment (Fisher, Murray & Frazer, 1985).  Fisher et al. (1985) 
also found that homesickness is not a unitary construct; rather, it covers a wide range of 
individual experiences, thoughts, feelings and attitudes. The primary focus of homesickness is on 
former home environment, and the less dominant features include feeling insecure and unhappy 
in the new environment.  
New college students experiencing homesickness tend to be lonely, express insecurity in 
their ability to make close, trustworthy friends, and feel short in social acceptance (Elizabeth & 
Sigal, 2001). Other studies have also found a significant positive relationship between 
homesickness and cognitive failures, poor concentration, decreased work quality, lower 
academic performance and higher scores on anxiety and depression measures (Brewin et al., 
1989; Burt, 1993). Since homesickness exerts such a considerable influence on students’ well-
being, it becomes imperative for the researchers to strive to untangle the complex web of 
homesickness faced by new college students, making it clear and understandable so that 
appropriate prevention and intervention strategies may be developed for a smooth and productive 
college transition (Elizabeth & Sigal, 2001). 
Risk Factors of Homesickness 
Various studies have been conducted to explore the risk factors that may have potential 
influence on homesickness (e.g. Brewin et al., 1989; Kazantzis & Flett, 1998; Archer et al.,1998; 
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Stroebe, Vliet, Hewstone & Willis, 2002; Poyrazli &Lopez, 2007; Flett, Endler & Besser, 2009; 
Watt & Badger, 2009). Some factors are personal characteristics that predispose individuals to 
larger potential of being homesick, while others are associated with environments that can 
assuage or aggravate individuals’ homesick experience. Although it has been clear that moving 
from one environment to another is the necessary condition for the homesickness experience, it 
is not in itself a sufficient condition because some people do not report homesickness in the 
geographical relocation (Fisher, Murrary & Frazer, 1985). Environmental factors provide 
antecedents for the experience of homesickness, as well as personal factors. However, it is still 
an on-going discussion to what extent features of the environment, either old environment or 
new environment, academic or psychosocial, has the impact, and to what extent the personal 
factors determine the experience (Fisher, Murrary & Frazer, 1985).  Some researchers place 
more weight on environmental factors while others view personality factors as major causes. 
These factors are discussed in the following context. 
Demographic Variables 
Gender. 
Regarding the prevalence and intensity of homesickness, gender plays an ambiguous role. 
Some researchers (e.g. Fisher et al., 1985; Thurber et al., 1999; Brewin et al., 1989; Scopelliti & 
Tiberio, 2010) reported no statistically difference between males and females while Archer et al. 
(1998) and Stroebe et al. (2002) found female students to have a higher level of homesickness. 
However, research does support that gender differences exist in the mechanisms of coping with 
homesickness (Brewin et al. 1989; Archer et al., 1998; Stroebe et al, 2002). Brewin et al. (1989) 
and Stroebe et al. (2002) found female students reported more adjustment difficulties and were 
more inclined to seek social support than males. Similarly, Archer et al. (1998) found that female 
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students had a higher level of intrusive thinking about homesickness: to talk about their feelings 
with others, to look for those who had similar experience, and to elicit supportive interpersonal 
relationships.  
Age. 
Age has been emphasized by Thurber and Walton (2007) as a significant factor on 
homesickness because they regard age as a substitute for experience. Generally, individuals with 
more experiences away from home are less likely to become homesick than those with little 
experiences. However, it may not be true when the previous separation is associated with 
negative experiences. In that case, the future separation may trigger negative reminiscence and 
thus result in expectations to become homesick.  From this point of view, age may not have 
linear relationship with homesickness (Thurber & Walton, 2007).  
The empirical evidence of age on homesickness is complex. While younger people are 
predicted to be more homesick than older people (Kazantzis & Flett, 1998; Poyrazli &Lopez, 
2007), Eurelings-Bontekoe and his colleagues (2000) reported that age did not emerge as a 
significant predictor of homesickness. The insignificant effect can be ascribed to the narrow 
range of the ages in the sample, but it also may be due to that the relationship between age and 
homesickness may be non-linear (Poyrazli &Lopez, 2007). 
Race. 
Homesickness can be exacerbated among minority racial groups because of students’ 
level of perceived discrimination (Poyrazli & Lopez , 2007). When the college environment is 
dominated by the white middle-class culture, non-white students may have a higher level of 
perceived discrimination than their white peers (Poyrazli &Lopez , 2007), such as the feelings of 
alienation and isolation, which result in an increased difficulty of college adjustment (Loo & 
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Rolison, 1986; Cabrera & Nora, 1994) and a higher level of homesickness (Poyrazli &Lopez , 
2007). 
Social rank.  
In the social rank theory proposed by Gilber (1992), college adjustment can be more 
difficult if students have a feeling of inferiority to their peers. And the more inferior and 
vulnerable to shame, the greater difficulty they will experience in accommodating to the new 
social environment (Gilber, 1992). Therefore, Benn and his colleagues (2005) postulated that 
homesickness was produced from a life long struggle with social anxieties that originated from 
the early parent-child relationship. This hypothesis was confirmed by the path diagram in their 
study, using a relatively small sample of students (Benn, Harvey, Gilbert & Irons, 2005). The 
results of that study showed that social rank mediated strongly between students’ recall of parent 
rearing and homesickness, which indicated social rank as the direct predictor of homesickness. 
Internationality. 
Compared to domestic students, international students experience a harder time in college 
adjustment, due to the additional challenges such as:  language difficulties, environmental shifts, 
political differences, and cultural shock (Johnson, Sandhu & Daya, 2007; Poyrazli & Lopez, 
2007; Tartakovsky, 2007), the result of which is a less social interaction with host students and a 
higher sense of separation or alienation. Poyrazli & Lopez (2007) argued that these additional 
challenges could lead the international students to think more frequently and intensively about 
family and friends at home,  Not surprisingly, in Ying and Han’s (2006) study, international 
students showed a higher level of homesickness.  
Furthermore, Poyrazli and Lopez (2007) found among international students, the level of 
English skills was negatively associated with the level of homesickness. They suggested that the 
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lower English ability made it even harder for international students to develop friendship with 
their U.S counterparts, resulting in a higher chance of becoming homesick. 
Psychological Traits 
Attitude. 
Thurden & Walton (2007) regarded attitude as an important factor of homesickness, 
which was defined as an expectation for the intense homesickness when separate was anticipated. 
They argued that individuals’ attitudes were shaped mainly by their former experiences of 
staying away from home. Attitudes can become a self-fulfilling prophecy, especially when it’s 
combined with lower perceived decision control and little previous experience away from home 
(Thurber & Sigman, 1998; Thurden & Walton; 2007).  
  Attachment style. 
Attachment style has been investigated consistently as a determinant of homesickness in 
the field of psychology. In particular, Thurber & Walton (2007) found “anxious-ambivalent” 
attachment style was positively related with the homesick distress. Students with this attachment 
style are unsure whether their primary caregivers will respond positively to their need, and easily 
become socially anxious, causing them less likely to seek social support (Thurber & Walton, 
2007). They have inferior feelings about other people’s attitude and attention toward them, and 
thus encounter more difficulties of making and keeping friends in the new social environment 
(Thurber & Walton, 2012). This vulnerability can engender the dissatisfaction with the school 
and develop severe homesick distress (Thurber & Walton, 2007). In contrast, students with 
secure attachment have higher levels of independence and social skills, resulting in less 
interpersonal and psychological difficulties during the transition to a novel environment (Thurber 
& Walton, 2007). Stroebe et al. (2012) also indicated that attachment style was very relevant to 
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social rank theory, suggesting that students with insecure attachment were more likely to have 
the feelings of inferiority and shame, which placed them in a vulnerable position to 
homesickness. 
Social support.  
Intrinsically, all people need social support to maintain a healthy life, both physically and 
psychologically. Van Tilburg et al. (1997) suggested whether students had sufficient social 
support or not set the stage for later vulnerability to homesickness. The inadequate social support 
emerges as a strong prospective factor for homesickness (Urani, Miller, Johnson & Petzel, 2003). 
Although a higher level of social activity reflects more social support seeking, it’s not always to 
fulfill the need for social support. And the ability to use social support effectively plays an 
important role on absorbing the social support and therefore determining the level of 
homesickness (Vaux, 1985). 
Perceived acceptance.  
 Level of perceived acceptance is an importance predictor on students’ level of 
homesickness (Watt & Badger, 2009). Watt and Badger’s (2009) study suggested that students 
with a higher perceived acceptance had a lower level of homesickness. In particular, Watt and 
Badger (2009) argued that it was the acceptance by the larger community rather the small circle 
of close friends predicted the participants’ homesickness. No matter how supportive the circle of 
close friends is, if the newcomers feel being rejected in the larger community, they will have a 
higher chance of becoming homesick.  
 Similarly, feeling not accepted or discriminated could impede students’ adjustment to 
college (Poyrazli & Lopez , 2007). In Tartakovsky (2007)’s longitudinal study, perceived 
discrimination was found to be the strongest predictor of homesickness. And the case of 
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discrimination is very prevalent in the population of international students, who generally report 
a higher level of discrimination than domestic students. The longer they live in the host country, 
the higher chance of discrimination they may experience (McCormack, 1995; Poyrazli & Lopez , 
2007). Moreover, European students in the United States generally report a less experience of 
discrimination compared to students from other countries (Poyrazli & Lopez , 2007).  
Interpersonal trust. 
Forbes and Roger (1999) defined interpersonal trust as a measurement of using social 
support effectively.  In the study conducted by Benn et al. (2005), interpersonal trust correlated 
strongly with the experience of parental rearing. Both recalling parents as supportive and 
rejecting are strongly associated with the development of interpersonal trust, which consist of 
three subscales: social coping, social intimacy and self-discourse, according to the questionnaire 
developed by Forbes and Roger (1999). Students who recall their parents as supportive have a 
higher score of social coping, social intimacy and lower score of fear of disclosing to others 
(Benn et al., 2005). In the meantime, the interpersonal trust is highly correlated with social rank 
which has a strong influence on homesickness (Benn et al., 2005). After controlling all other 
variables (social rank and parental rearing), the fear of disclosure in interpersonal trust 
contributed uniquely 23% of the variance of homesickness, indicating lacking trust and fear of 
self-disclosure keep students away from people in the new environment, which is a major driver 
for homesickness (Benn et al., 2005). 
Dependency on others. 
Dependency on others has been shown to be another important predictor of homesickness 
(Brewin et al., 1989). Student with a higher level of dependency on family are more inclined to 
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separation anxiety, resulting in a higher level of homesickness compared to the students with 
lower dependency on others (Van Tilburg et al, 1996).  
Self-efficacy.  
Smith (2007) found self-efficacy, which was measured through three subscales: initiative, 
effort and persistence, was a significant contributor to students’ homesickness. In both women 
and men, significant difference on the score of self-efficacy was found between homesick 
students and the non-homesick students, indicating students with higher self-efficacy were less 
vulnerable to the homesick experience.   
Self-esteem. 
Inconsistent findings are reported with regard to self-esteem. Eurelings-Bontekoe et al. 
(1994) reported lower self-esteem among the homesick sample. Similarly, Stroebe et al. (2002) 
suggested that lower self-esteem was associated with the greater risk of homesickness and 
depressive feelings, and should be regarded as a vulnerability factor for both adjustment 
difficulties and homesickness. However, Smith (2007) obtained no statistically significant 
difference on self-esteem between the homesick and non-homesick students. The contradictory 
results remain unresolved.  
 Trait separation anxiety.  
Trait anxiety is a personal characteristic that is frequently referred as feelings of stress 
and anxiety on a daily base. In the research conducted by Flett, Endler and Besser (2009), they 
expanded the construct of trait anxiety to include some dimensions of social anxiety. Trait 
separation anxiety was found to be a significant contributor of homesickness, which disposed 
students to the generation of homesickness (Flett, Endler & Besser, 2009).  Students with a 
higher trait separation anxiety were more likely to experience homesickness (Flett, Endler & 
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Besser, 2009). Furthermore, they argued that both trait separation anxiety and homesickness 
measured the dimension of missing people, although they did not overlap wholly. 
Environmental Variables 
Decision control.  
Thurber and Sigman (1998) found “decision control” to be an important predictor of 
homesickness. If students had little control over the choice to leave, then they would experience 
more homesickness than those who can make the choice by themselves (Thurber & Sigman, 
1998). However, this relationship was found significant in university students but not in boarding 
school children (Fisher, 1989), indicating that different expectations of responsibility over 
decision existed between these two age groups. Fisher (1989) further argued that the decision 
control reflected the “controllability of the situation.” In the study conducted by Flett, Endler and 
Besser (2009), a lessened controllability was associated with a higher level of disliking the 
university and greater attachment to the home. They also found that controllability and state 
anxiety mediated fully between a person’s trait anxiety and homesickness If a personal have little 
control over the decision to leave, the situation is perceived out of the personal’s control, 
engendering the sense of helpless, the product of which is homesickness (Fisher, 1989). In 
contrast, people with a higher level of decision control can anticipate the homesickness, which 
either results in a preparation or a less inclination to move (Fisher, 1989). 
Length of residence.  
Regarding the length of residence in the new location, contradictory results have been 
reported. Stroebe et al. (2004) found longer durations of stay in the new environment resulted in 
less homesickness, suggesting the accommodation process was taking place. However, other 
researchers (Poyrazli & Lopez, 2007; Watt & Badger; 2009; Scopelliti & Tiberio, 2010) did not 
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obtain a statistically significant effect of the residence length in the new location on predicting 
individuals’ experience of homesickness. One possible reason may be due to differences between 
the two samples. Scopelliti and Tiberio (2010) found in some samples, the range of the durations 
in the new place may not have been wide enough to show the effect. Also it is quite possible that 
the length of residence mat not have a linear relationship with homesickness (Scopelliti & 
Tiberio, 2010) 
Geographic distance. 
 The influence of geographic distance on homesickness has been investigated but the 
findings are inconsistent. For instance, the effect of distance from home was found significant in 
college students (Fisher, Frazer, & Murray, 1986) but not in boarding school children (Fisher, 
Murray, & Frazer, 1985). Based on the fact that college students may have more freedom to 
move between school and home than the school children, Storebe et al. (2002) postulated that it 
was the accessibility to home rather than physical distance played a crucial role on predicting 
homesickness. Scopelliti and Tiberio (2010) suggested another explanation why the effects of 
geographic distance may differ in the two populations; they argued that it was the psychological 
distance from home rather than geographic distance made the impact. Opportunities for 
communication with home and the time needed to go back home can moderate the effect of 
geographic distance, resulting in a different psychological distance (Van Tilburg et al., 1996). 
 Contact with home.  
Watt and Badger (2009) conducted two studies to secure the effect of making phone calls 
home on homesickness.  A positive relationship was found between phone calls initiated and 
homesickness, but no relationship was found between phone calls received and homesickness  
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(Watt & Badger, 2009). This led them to suggest that contact with homes did not necessarily 
reduce the level of homesickness, but acted as a natural response to intense homesick feelings.  
Social activity.  
In Watt and Badger (2009)’s study, a significant relationship was found between social 
activity and homesickness, showing that more social activities were associated with a less chance 
of becoming homesick. However, the variable of social activity, which was measured by the 
number of social outings within a certain amount of time, contributed only 2.9% of the variance 
in homesickness (Watt & Badger, 2009). Watt and Badger (2009) then proposed two different 
interpretations of the results: social activities were just reflecting social skills as the underlying 
construct; or the social activity may engender positive effect to neutralize the intense feeling of 
homesickness. Moreover, Watt and Badger (2009) found that the number of close friends in the 
new situation did not necessarily fulfill students’ need to belong. And practically it was not 
functional to measure how close the connections of friends may be. Accordingly, the number of 
new close friends cannot be identified as an effective predictor on homesickness. 
Measurement of Homesickness 
Several instruments have been proposed to measure homesickness in the past two 
decades. Researchers first looked at homesickness as a form of grief and developed a single item 
questionnaire accordingly. Although this instrument might be quite reliable, it overlooked the 
complex dimensions underlying homesickness. Homesickness was not a stable phenomenon and 
should not be treated easily (Van Tilburg et al., 1996). The dimensions of homesickness that 
need to be considered include the psychological symptoms, the impact of the old environment, 
the relationship with the new environment, cognitive and emotional strains in the adjustment 
process etc. (Scopelliti & Tiberio, 2010).  
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 A 22-item measure of homesickness (the Homesickness Questionnaire, HQ) was 
developed by Archer, Ireland, Amos, Broad and Currid (1998) from their research on grief. Two 
factors were identified after employing the factor analysis on the sample data: “disliking the 
university” and “attachment to home.” The former factor accounted for 24% of the variance of 
homesickness while the latter contributed another 8.7% of the total variance. Both factors 
correlated strongly with the single-item measure of homesickness. Yet a distinction was clear to 
differentiate the two factors from one another.     
 Aiming to measure the extent of homesickness, Stroebe and her colleagues (2002) 
developed the Utrecht Homesickness Scale (UHS). The initial items were derived from the 
previous homesick researches and supplemented by a pilot study.  Five factors were identified 
from the factor analysis, explaining 57% of the total variance (Stroebe et al., 2002). These five 
factors included “missing family, missing friends, having adjustment difficulties, ruminations 
about home and feeling lonely (Stroebe et al., 2002)”. A reduced version of UHS was further 
introduced by Stoebe and her colleagues, taking only 20 survey items from the original 
instrument. 
 The Homesickness Vulnerability Questionnaire (HVQ) was the third popular homesick 
instrument, being designed to identify individuals’ vulnerability to homesickness (Verschuur, 
Eurelings-Bontekoe & Spinhoven, 2001). It covered three dimensions of vulnerability that 
predispose people for homesick experiences: “Expression of Emotion/Seeking Social Support, 
Earlier Homesickness Experiences, and Rigidity (Scopelliti & Tiberio, 2010)”. 
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Theoretical Perspectives 
Psychological Perspective 
 Fisher’s homesickness model. 
Fisher (1989) first proposed a multicausal model to explain vulnerability to homesickness 
upon separation, including five theoretical dimensions. First, individuals may experience a loss 
after being separated from home. Leaving home is regarded as a partial loss or a form of 
reversible bereavement because individuals are still able to contact or return home. The second 
dimension of the model is the interruption of life style. Old routines and circles become 
ineffective in the novel environment. If one continues the old behaviors in the new situation, 
he/she may experience difficulty to cope with the situation, resulting in a higher chance of 
becoming homesick. Reduced personal control is the third dimension of the model. A move 
away from the familiar environment into a new situation always leads to a reduced control. 
Fourth, because of the increased strain between the demand of the new situation and perceived 
threat, individuals may experience homesickness along with depressive feelings. The fifth 
component in Fisher (1989)’s model is the role change and self-consciousness. It is hypothesized 
that role change accompanies with the transition into the new environment. However, this 
hypothesis has not yet been empirically tested. The last dimension of the model is the conflict 
between the desire to acquire new experiences and the wish to return home. The anxiety out of 
this conflict may create homesickness. 
In Fisher et al. (1985)’s original model, separation from home environment is a necessary 
but not a sufficient trigger for homesick grief, and homesickness is a form of separation anxiety 
evoked by the environmental relocation. Two years later, Fisher and Hood (1987) added a 
second piece, indicating homesickness results from the strain between a highly perceived 
30 
 
 
 
demand in the university environment and a low sense of personal control. Therefore, in Fisher 
(1989) last mode, he putted these two models together and argued that homesickness arises as a 
response to the combined effects of separation from home and entry into the new situation.  
Dural process model of coping with bereavement. 
The Dual Process Model of Coping with Bereavement (DPM) (Stroebe & Schut, 1987; 
Stroebe et al., 1999) provides another theoretical framework to understand homesickness from 
two dimensions: cognitive stress and attachment. Homesickness is likened as the grief reaction in 
the case of loss through death. Although this theory approaches homesickness differently, the 
DPM reached a similar conclusion that homesickness can be predicted by two types of stressors: 
one is loss-oriented, such as missing the family, significant others, and so on, and another is 
restoration-oriented, such as adjustment difficulties in the new environment (Stroebe & Schut, 
1987; Stroebe et al., 1999).  
The model suggests that individuals need both tasks in coping with bereavement: one is 
to come to the loss and another is to adjust to the new environment. In the terms of loss, it refers 
to missing family and friends at home if homesickness is regarded as a form of coping with 
bereavement. In line with the attachment theory, a secure or anxious-ambivalent attachment style 
can be a strong predictor of homesickness.  
Restoration-orientation includes developing a new identity and role after bereavement 
occurs. In the case of homesickness, after leaving home, adjustment into the new environment 
becomes needed. The cognitive stress theory is especially relevant here. Individuals who 
experience a severe relocation and lack the social support are predicted to have more difficulties 
coping with the demands in the new situation, and thus more likely to become homesick. 
 
31 
 
 
 
Belonging theory. 
Most recently, a new perspective on homesickness emerges through the lens of social 
psychology. Watt and Badger (2009) applied the belonging theory to postulate that homesickness 
arose in the need to belong. They suggest that homesickness is generated partially from the 
distress at the dissolution of former social bonds. Because individual tend to protect their old 
social bonds in response to the need to belong, after relocation and being physically removed 
from the previous circle of these bonds, they may experience distress or homesickness. Therefore, 
one way to reduce homesickness is to maintain some of the old relationships by contacting home. 
With the help of modern technologies, contacting home as frequently as possible now becomes 
possible. Furthermore, they suggest that when more friendships are formed in the new location, 
the need to belong will be satisfied, resulting in a reduced homesickness.  
The experimental design in their study confirmed the causal role of need to belong (Watt 
& Badger, 2009). People whose belonging needs are not met in the new environment may 
surrender to the feeling of distress. The hypothesis of relationship substitution, which suggests 
homesickness will be reduced when there are adequate social bonds, has not received empirical 
support.  One possible reason is that some social bonds, like family ties, cannot be substituted by 
other relationships (Watt & Badger, 2009).  Furthermore, the model confirms feeling socially 
accepted in the community is an important component to fulfill the need to belong. People who 
feel accepted are less likely to be homesick. Acceptance is related to both leaving the old 
environment and adjustment into the new environment, it can explain both the loss-oriented and 
restoration-oriented factors. For this reason Watt and Badger (2009) consider belonging theory 
as metatheory that can enclose the previous theoretical frameworks. 
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Student Development Perspective 
 Psychological models viewed integration to the new environment as the central element 
in explaining homesickness. Little is known, however, about how the integration is shaped by 
students’ pre-college characteristics and traits, such as race, gender, parental education, self-
efficacy etc. Student development perspective serves as the theoretical framework to understand 
the formation of integration due to students’ pre-college traits and institutional environment, 
which further influence their homesickness as the outcome. In other words, this study not only 
seeks to elaborate how homesickness is shaped by students’ integration to the university, but also 
looks for the role of background characteristics and traits in shaping integration.  
 Tinto’s (1975, 1987, 1993) student integration model looks out for an explicit function of 
interactions between students’ background characteristics and intra-institutional factors, such as 
students and faculty members in the target institution, peers, family etc., in order to explicate the 
college student withdrawal process. In Tinto’s (1975, 1987, 1993) theory, students are 
hypothesized to enter a university with different kinds of characteristics, such as family 
background, skills and abilities, which form their initial intentions and commitments regarding 
college attendance or personal goals. Through a longitudinal series of interactions with “the 
formal and informal academic and social systems of the institution (Pascarella & Terenzini, 2005, 
p.54),” integration to the university communities is gradually formed, either strengthening or 
reducing students’ previous commitment to the institution, which yields a direct influence on 
their decision of withdrawal or persistence.  
 Although Tinto’s model addresses itself on students’ withdrawal process, his theory has 
been effectively applied in studies assessing other student outcomes (Pascarella & Terenzin, 
2005), thus is viewed as an explicit theoretical framework to unravel the dynamic nature of 
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student change process (Cabrera, Castenada, Nora, & Hengstler, 1992). Parallel to Tinto’s model, 
Pascarella (1985) also put forward an inclusive structure to state the interactive influence of 
factors on students’ learning and cognitive development. These factors (Pascarella & Terenzin, 
2005) include: 1) the starting two sets of variables, consisting of students’ background and 
precollege characteristics and organizational characteristics of the target institution; 2) 
institutional environment which is shaped by the initial two sets; 3) students’ interactions with 
faculty, peers, and other “socializing agents on campus (p. 57),” which is formed by the 
influence by the precedent three sets of variables; 4) quality of student efforts, being directly 
shaped by all the foregoing sets of variables except organization characteristics, which is 
believed to affect quality of student efforts indirectly. The collection of these four sets of factors 
constitutes a function to shape student’s change, in which organizational characters and 
institutional environment are hypothesized to impact student’s change indirectly through the 
mediation of other sets, while background traits and interactions with “socializing agents on 
campus (p. 57)” and quality of efforts insert direct impact on forming student’s change. Later 
Pascarella’s general model is also expanded to study other dimensions of student outcomes 
(Pascarella & Terenzin, 2005).   
Social Cognitive Theory 
Social cognitive theory is another dimension to tackle student’s integration and 
development experiences in college. One fundamental aspect of social cognitive theory is the 
belief that personal, behavioral and environmental factors influence each other in a bidirectional 
reciprocal fashion (Bandura, 1977, 1986). And standing at the core of social cognitive theory are 
the self-efficacy beliefs which play a principal role in human motivation and behavior 
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performance (Bandura, 1991). It is believed the self-efficacy can impact students’ effort, 
resilience, and achievement (Bandura, 1997; Schunk & Pajares, 2001).  
 Zajacova and her colleagues’ (2005) study showed that stress and self-efficacy are 
closely related to each other.  There is a consistent moderate to strong negative correlation 
between these two concepts among college students from a quantity of studies (Solberg, Hale, 
Villarreal, and Kavanagh, 1993; Torres and Solberg, 2001; Zajacova, Lynch & Espenshade, 
2005). In Torres and Solberg’s (2001) study on Latino college students, self-efficacy directly 
predicted stress and social integration, and both self-efficacy and stress were found to have 
significant influences on students’ physical and psychological health.  This study will employ the 
concepts of self-efficacy and stress to understand how homesickness is affected through the 
mediation of integration experiences. 
 
Figure 2.2 Torres and Solberg (2001) model of self-efficacy and stress on health and persistence1. 
 
Summary 
The literature outlined in this chapter is used to develop the methodology in the following 
chapter. In particular, the chapter has been divided into four sections to serve as the foundation 
                                                 
1 Reprinted from Journal of Vocational Behavior, v. 59 , Jos´e B. Torres & V. Scott Solberg, Role of Self-Efficacy, 
Stress, Social Integration, and Family Support in Latino College Student Persistence and Health, Pages 53-63, 
Copyright (2001), with permission from Elsevier. 
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for the whole study. Literature on homesickness in the field of higher education is minimal 
although homesickness has been studied in the field of psychology for more than two decades. 
The first section summarized the importance of homesickness in college transition period. 
The subsequent section listed all the risk factors that have potential significant influence on the 
level of homesickness. They are classified into three major subgroups: demographic variables, 
psychological traits and environmental variables. The third section of this chapter described the 
three most popular instruments in psychology to measure homesickness. And the last section 
introduced three theoretical perspectives: psychological perspective, student development 
perspective and social cognitive perspective. Psychological models provide important 
explanations on how homesickness is evoked after leaving home and entering into the new 
situation. And Tinto’s (1993) model serves a solid theoretical foundation to incorporate various 
perspectives to study the impact of different variables on homesickness through the mediation 
effect of self-efficacy, stress and integrations. 
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CHAPTER 3. METHODOLOGY 
This chapter provides an overview of the methodology that guides the study, which 
includes not only a description of the methodological approach but also the rationale for the 
choice of methods. This quantitative study assumes a positivistic approach and uses survey 
research as methodology.  Analytical methods include descriptive statistics for delineating the 
characteristics of the sample, the analysis of variance for comparing homesickness among 
different populations. Structural equation modeling is employed to measure how proposed causal 
model fits the data and relates to the research questions. At the end of the chapter, design issues 
and limitations of the study are presented. 
Research Questions 
The primary objective of this study is to understand first-year first-time college students’ 
experience of homesickness from a holistic perspective. This study seeks to integrate students' 
background characteristics and institutional experiences to examine how these variables 
influence students’ homesickness both individually and collectively. The following research 
questions guided this study: 
1. What is the incidence rate of homesickness among the first-year first-time college 
students at a public research-intensive university? 
2. What are the differences in homesick measures between groups based on different 
pre-college characteristics and environmental factors, such as gender, age, race, 
nationality, residency, parental education, degree aspiration and living environment? 
3. How do students’ background characteristics and environmental factors influence 
their experiences of homesickness? Particularly how do these variables interact to 
influence the students’ homesickness? 
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Methodological Approach 
This study tested the influences of the selected variables on students’ homesickness using 
a deductive design. To answer the research questions in this study, a positivist approach was 
taken. Positivists hold a philosophy that a single objective reality exists independently of 
individuals’ beliefs and knowledge (McMillian & Schumacher, 1997).  Characteristics of the 
positivistic paradigm include (LeCompte & Priessle, 1993; McMillan & Schumacher, 
1997; Creswell, 2003):  
1. The researcher plays a detached and objective role in the study.  No interaction occurs 
between the researcher and the participants in the sample of the study. 
2. Variables can be measured. In this study, psychosocial and experiential variables, such as 
homesickness, social and academic integrations, are believed to exist in separation from 
individuals’ perceptions and thus can be quantified.  
3. The purpose of a quantitative approach is to predict phenomenon and explain causes of 
changes in social reality. A rigorous procedure is employed in the data collection and 
analysis to reduce subjectivity, providing a more reliable and accurate estimation of such 
explanation. 
4. The quantitative methodology seeks to produce results that can be generalized to similar 
phenomenon. 
Research Design 
Deductive design is employed in this study to expatiate upon existing theoretical models 
and testing them through empirical data.  Chapter 2 provides information of hypothesized themes 
and patterns before data collection, and this study uses data to test these hypothesized 
relationships among the selected variables, supporting or challenging the proposed model 
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(Krathwohl, 1998). In addition to expounding upon the existing theoretical models of 
homesickness, this study also serves a replication to examine the variables that have previously 
demonstrated influence on homesickness, such as students’ pre-college demographic 
characteristics and environmental factors.  Adding these additional variables into the theoretical 
models can have the following benefits: a) to validate previous research, b) to develop a greater 
understanding of how pre-college characteristics and environmental variables can work together 
to influence homesickness. 
 Moreover, since the psychosocial experiences are complex in nature and often nested 
within one another, it is arduous to describe the phenomena using a simplistic model. Some 
involvement variables may be considered as outcomes of earlier-occurring environmental 
variables or causes of future experiences. These intermediate variables may serve to mediate the 
effects of early-occurring events on later-occurring events (Astin, 1993). This means multiple 
variables often exert their influences both directly and indirectly (Krathwohl, 1998). The 
theoretical models in Chapter 2 can shed light on distinguishing the order of the variables that 
can affect homesickness experiences, as well as the directions of these effects.  
Methods 
Data Collection 
Data were collected from two sources: institutional data and MAP (Making Achievement 
Possible) -Works Fall Transition Survey. Institutional data was obtained from the registrar office 
at a large public research-intensive university in the Midwest, consisting of the information on 
students’ demographic characteristics, socioeconomic status, and academic background. 
Administrating the MAP-Works Survey is a joint venture between participating universities and 
the Educational Benchmarking, Inc. (EBI).  EBI MAP-Works (2014) declared that since 1994 
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they have assisted 1,500 college and universities in improving student development, learning, 
retention and satisfaction through the MAP-Works student success and retention platform and 
the EBI Benchmarking Assessments for accreditation and continuous improvement.    
EBI MAP-Works Survey is administered in only in Web format. The selected institution 
in this study administered the MAP-Works Survey to all the first-year first-time college students 
in the third week of the fall semester as a 20-minute self-report assessment to measure their pre-
college characteristics and college transition experience.  Responding to the Survey requires 
students reflect on what they are bringing to the college, experiencing in the transition and 
expecting to gain out of the college experience. The MAP-Works questionnaire contains more 
than 100 items that are centered on 12 major concepts: (1) self-rated academic skills; (2) self-
rated management skills; (3) self-rated health styles; (4) commitment; (5) peer connection; (6) 
struggling in courses; (7) academic behaviors; (8) campus involvement; (9) homesickness; (10) 
academic integration;  (11) social integration; (12) overall evaluation of the university experience.  
Sample 
The data is elicited from all fall 2013 first-year first-time students at a public research-
intensive university. The selected institution has participated in EBI MAP-Works since 2008, 
and the responding rates of MAP-Works Survey have been varying between 70% and 85%. The 
total enrollment of fall 2013 cohort in this particular university exceeded 6,000. Over 5,000 
students answered the survey yielding a response rate of 84.4%. Table 3.1 summarizes 
demographic information of the sample in this study. 
The target population was the first-year first-time college students who responded to the 
MAP-Works Survey, however, some of the respondents did not provide valid data for all 
variables of interest for this study. Hence, to maximize the number of respondents that could be 
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Table 3.1 
   
 Descriptive Statistics for MAP-Works Respondents (n=5,132) 
Variable   n percent 
Age 
  
 
17 or less 26 .5 
 
18 2973 57.9 
 
19 2062 40.2 
 
20 or above 71 1.4 
Gender 
  
 
Males 2728 53.2 
 
Females 2404 46.8 
Race 
  
 
International 240 4.7 
 
American Indian or Alaskan Native 9 .2 
 
Black 129 2.5 
 
White 3997 77.9 
 
Asian 144 2.8 
 
Native Hawaiian or Pacific Islander 4 .1 
 
Hispanic 245 4.8 
 
Two or More Races 128 2.5 
 
Prefer not to indicate 236 4.6 
Mother's Education 
  
 
High School diploma or less 656 12.8 
Some college 768 15.0 
Associate's degree 649 12.6 
Bachelor's degree 2133 41.6 
Graduate or Professional degree 840 16.4 
Father's Education 
  
 
High School diploma or less 851 16.6 
Some college 752 14.7 
Associate's degree 450 8.8 
Bachelor's degree 1882 36.7 
Graduate or Professional degree 1054 20.5 
 
included in the analysis, separate data sets were created for each research question. Respondents 
with missing information for any of the variables of interest were eliminated from the study. 
When incidence rate of the homesickness was analyzed (Research Question 1), respondents who 
did not provide data on homesick scales were omitted from the sample. In examining the 
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background characteristics and environmental factors (Research Question 2), respondents who 
did not provide data for the selected variables were eliminated from the study. In testing the 
proposed structural equation model of homesickness (Research Question 3), only domestic 
respondents who provided information for the endogenous and exogenous constructs were 
included in the analysis.   
Variables 
The selection of the variables from institutional data and MAP-Works survey is informed 
by previous research listed in the literature review. This study examines the influence of pre-
college characteristics and environmental factors on students’ experience of homesickness. 
Furthermore, this study investigates a structural equation model which contains five exogenous 
constructs and five endogenous constructs as independent variables. The five exogenous 
variables include: race, gender, high school GPA, composite ACT score and parental education. 
And the four endogenous independent variables consist of: life stress, academic self-efficacy, 
social integration, academic integration and institutional commitment.  
Demographic Characteristic Variables. Demographic variables are reported from 
institutional data. Previous research has identified various demographic variables that can 
demonstrate significant influences on students’ homesick experience, such as gender, age, race, 
residency and nationality (Brewin et al., 1989; Poyrazli &Lopez, 2007; Tartakovsky, 2007; 
Thurber & Walton, 2007; Ying et al, 2006; Watt & Badger, 2009). This study conducted 
comparisons of homesickness among student sub-populations based on these variables. In 
addition, gender and race variables are incorporated into the structural model as the exogenous 
control variables. The variable of race is recoded into four dichotomous variables: Hispanic, 
Asian, Multiracial and Black with White students as the base group for comparison.  
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 Parental Education. Parental education is elicited from MAP-Works Survey data. It is 
calculated as the greater educational attainment reported by the student respondents for their 
mother and father's education achievements. 
ACT composite scores. Reported from institutional data. It is a derived variable based on 
the average of the four ACT test scores: English, Mathematics, Reading, and Science. It can also 
be calculated by converting SAT combined score if students did not take ACT tests. 
High school GPA. High school GPA is reported from institutional data. 
Degree Aspiration. Elicited from MAP-Works Survey data, indicating highest level of 
education respondents aspire to achieve. Students who did not provide valid answers were coded 
missing values. 
Institution Commitment. Elicited from MAP-Works Survey data, indicating the degree of 
students' commitment to achieve a degree at the selected institution. 
Campus. Reported from institutional data, indicating whether students are living in 
campus housing or off campus. 
Academic Integration. Elicited from MAP-Works Survey data. It is derived based on the 
average of students' responses evaluating the following items: keeping current with your 
academic work, motivated to complete your academic work, learning, satisfied with your 
academic life on campus. 
Social Integration. Elicited from MAP-Works Survey data. It is derived based on the 
average of students' responses evaluating the following items: belong here, fit in, satisfied with 
your social life on campus. 
Academic Self-Efficacy. Elicited from MAP-Works Survey data. It is derived based on 
the average of students' responses evaluating the following items: do well on all problems and 
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tasks assigned in your courses, do well in your hardest course, persevere on class projects even 
when there are challenges 
Table 3.2 
  Definitions of Variables   
Category Variable Name Scale 
Demographic 
Characteristics 
Gender 0=male, 1=female 
Age 0=18 or under, 1= 19 or 20, 2= above 21 
Race 
0=International, 1=American Indian/Alaskan Native, 
2=African, 3=White, 4=Asian, 5=Pacific Islander, 
6=Hispanic, 7=Two or more races 
Residency 0=other states, 1=host state 
Other Pre-College 
Inputs 
Parental 
Education 
0=High School diploma or less, 1=Some college, 
2=Associate's degree, 3=Bachelor's degree, 
4=Graduate or Professional degree 
ACT composite 
score 
Continuous 
High School GPA  Continuous 
Degree Aspiration 
1=Associate's degree, 2=Bachelor's degree, 
3=Master's degree, 4=Ph.D. or other professional 
degree 
Institution 
Commitment 
Same as above 
Environmental 
Factors 
Campus 0=Living on campus, 1=Living off campus 
Academic Self-
Efficacy 
Continuous, 7-likert scale for each individual item: 
1=Not at all certain, 4=Moderately certain, 
7=Absolute certain 
Life Stress Same as above 
Academic 
Integration 
Same as above 
Social Integration Same as above 
Institutional 
Commitment 
Same as above 
Outcome Homesickness Same as above 
 
Stress. Elicited from MAP-Works Survey data. It is derived based on the average of 
students' responses evaluating the following items: stress regarding being responsible for 
yourself and stress motivating yourself to get your work done on time. 
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The dependent variables for this study are the two homesick factors derived from the 
homesick questionnaire with 7-likert scale for individual item, which include: miss family, miss 
old friends, regret leaving home, thinking about going home all the time, feel an obligation to be 
at home, feel that attending college is pulling you away from your community at home. Table 3.2 
listed the description of the scales of independent and dependent variables in this study.  
Data Analysis Procedure 
Descriptive and comparative statistics are used to analyze the data, making inferences 
about the differences in homesickness based on students’ background characteristics and 
institutional experiences. For the ANOVA and correlation analysis, listwise deletion is employed, 
eliminating cases with missing values on the selected variables. In additional, this study employs 
structural equation modelling (SEM) to test hypothesized pattern of relations among selected 
variables. The data is analyzed using SPSS and AMOS (version 20.0). International students are 
excluded from the SEM analysis because of a large number of missing values in ACT and 
residency. 
Research Question 1  
The first research question in this study is What is the incidence rate of homesickness 
among the first-year first-time college students at a public research-intensive university? 
Descriptive analysis is used to address this research question. In particular, average 
scores were derived from the homesick constructs, and frequency analysis was conducted on the 
homesick factors. 
Research Question 2 
The second research question in this study is What are the differences in homesick 
measures between groups based on different pre-college characteristics and environmental 
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factors, such as gender, age, race, nationality, residency, parental education, degree aspiration 
and living environment? 
Previous research indicated that certain demographic variables and environmental factors 
can influence homesickness significantly. Therefore, this study serves as a replication function 
by testing a variety of variables studied in prior models. One-Way ANOVA tests are conducted 
to test the mean differences in homesick measures between different student groups. The 
dependent variables for this research question are the homesick measures. 
To apply ANOVA analysis correctly, three general assumptions must be met: a) random 
sampling, b) normality, and c) equal variances (homoscedasticity). For the first of these 
assumptions, the sample used in this study comprises all the first year first time college students 
who responded to the MAP-Works Survey in fall 2013. It is determined that the sample for this 
study is a representative cohort for other years at the selected institution. Moreover, this cohort 
of student population can also represent a sample at other higher education institutions which 
share similar characteristics with the selected one, such as public, large student population, white 
dominated, research-intensive. Hence, the selected sample in this study can be considered as a 
random sample from a larger student population.  
 For the second assumption that the data is normally distributed, the two homesick 
measures are tested for normality through the use of histograms and normal Q-Q plots. After 
looking at the histograms and plots of the variables, the homesick distress measure is found 
highly skewed to the right that it violated the assumption of distribution. Hence, natural 
logarithm transformation is used to improve the normality through SPSS recoding. However, the 
transformation of the homesick distress measure makes it difficult for interpretation. By looking 
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at the histograms and normal Q-Q plots, homesick separation is not skewed to a significant 
degree. Hence, no transformation is used on this variable. 
Levene’s test of equality of error variances is conducted to test the final assumption of 
homogeneity of variance. It is recommended an F value of less than 10 for ANOVA test with 
cells of equal or similar size and an F value of less than 3 for ANOVA test with cells of unequal 
size (Tabachnick & Fidell, 2007). In this study, the Levene F values for the ANOVA tests are 
presented in Chapter 4. When the assumption of homogeneity of variance is violated, Brown-
Forsythe Test is used instead of F-test (Brown & Forsythe, 1974; Good 2005). 
Research Question 3 
The third research question for this study is: How do students’ background 
characteristics and environmental factors influence their experiences of homesickness? 
Particularly how do these variables interact to influence the students’ homesickness? 
This study uses structural equation modeling (SEM) supported by AMOS 20.0 to answer 
the third research question of understanding how students’ background characteristics and 
environmental factors affect homesick experience collectively. Figure 3.1 displays the proposed 
predictive model of homesickness which demonstrates the schemes under empirical examination. 
In this proposed model, it’s hypothesized that students’ background characteristics influence 
their integration to the academic and social institutional contexts of the university, which in turn 
shape students’ experience of homesickness.  Based on the literature review, the model 
determines the ordering of the variables on homesick distress as follows: gender, race, parental 
education, high school academic performance, academic self-efficacy, life stress, academic and 
social integration, institutional commitment.  
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In Chapter 2, both Fisher’s (1989) multicausal homesickness model and Storbe et al.’s 
(1999) application of dual process model of coping with bereavement suggest that homesickness 
can be affected by adjustment difficulties in the novel college environment. As seen in the model 
for this study, it is hypothesized that students’ institutional experiences as operationalized by 
academic integration, social integration and institutional commitment have a direct effect on 
students’ homesick distress. Furthermore, Tinto’s (1975) student integration model indicates that 
academic integration, social integration and institutional commitment can mutually influence 
each other and have a corporate effect on students’ persistence. This study incorporates Tino’s  
(1975, 1987) model into the prediction of homesick, assuming that students’ pre-college 
attributes influence students’ institutional experiences and commitment, and continue to have an  
 
Figure 3.1. Proposed Predictive Model of Homesick Distress 
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indirect effect on students homesick distress. Additionally, the model of self-efficacy and stress 
(Torres & Solberg, 2001; Close 2001) reviewed in Chapter 2 support the hypothesis that students’ 
academic self-efficacy influence their degree of stress and integration variables. Parscarella’s 
(1985) general mode for assessing change supports the hypothesis that students’ quality of effort, 
which is similar to Tino’s (1987) concept of “student integration into the academic and social 
systems of an institution,” is a function of students’ precollege traits and institution environment.  
The hypothesized long term impact of students’ background characteristics on homesickness can 
be examined closely through the direct and indirect effects as shown in the proposed structural 
model (see Figure 3.1). 
The purpose of the proposed model is to provide understanding how background 
characteristics/traits, institutional environment and experiences work together to influence 
students’ homesick experience. There are five hypotheses tested in this model: 1) academic 
integration, social integration and institutional commitment have direct effect on homesick 
distress; 2) students’ academic self-efficacy and life stress influence academic and social 
integration and institutional commitment, and continue to influence homesickness indirectly; 3) 
students’ background characteristics have direct effect on academic self-efficacy and stress; 4) 
academic self-efficacy influence students’ distress; 5)the variables of institutional integrations 
and commitment is shaped by the joint effort of students’ background characteristics, self-
efficacy and stress.  
 SEM follows a confirmatory approach to data analysis by testing the specified paths in 
the statistical model generated from theories and previous research. Two important aspects are 
demonstrated by Byrne (2001) in SEM procedure: “(a) that the causal processes under study are 
represented by a series of structural (i.e., regression) equations, and (b) that these structural 
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relations can be modeled pictorially to enable a clearer conceptualization of the theory under 
study” (p. 3). In short, SEM serves as a comprehensive statistical method for the quantification 
and testing of theories (Raykov & Marcouides, 2000). 
 Two basic phases composes the general SEM model: a measurement model and a 
structural model (Byrne, 2001). In the psychological and behavior sciences, some theoretical 
constructs cannot be observed directly, which has to be represented by measurement instruments 
(Byrne, 2001). The observation of the responses to a particular scale is assumed to represent the 
unobserved construct (Byrne, 2001). Thus, the measurement model provides links between 
observed measures and the latent variables which are designed to measure (Byrne, 2001). 
Confirmatory factor analysis serves as a factor analytic model to “focus solely on the link 
between factors and their measured variables” and test the extent to which hypothetical 
constructs are measured in term of the observed variables (Byrne, p.6). It is critically important 
that the measurements of the underlying constructs are psychometrically sound and no constructs 
are highly correlated with other constructs to affirm translation validity and avoid content 
overlap (Byrne, 2001).  
 Structural model is the second component of SEM to specify the links among the latent 
variables in the model, which is represented by a series of regression equations (Byrne, 2001). 
Byrne (2001) used two categories of variables to specify the paths in the model: exogenous and 
endogenous. Exogenous variables are considered as external factors that cannot be explained by 
the model, such as background characteristic variables (Byrne, 2001). Byrne (2001) explains that 
exogenous variables are similar with independent variables that can produce variance in other 
latent variables in the model. And endogenous variables are synonymous with dependent 
variable which can be influenced by exogenous or other endogenous variable, either directly or 
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indirectly (Byrne, 2001). In other words, the variance of endogenous variables can be explained 
by the model in the path specifications. Several characteristics portray SEM in data analysis:  
(1) Since SEM follows a confirmatory approach, a causal statistical model is 
recommended based on theory and previous research with patterns of relationships among 
variables specified. And then analysis is conducted to test how well the empirical data fits the 
proposed model. If the goodness of fit between the hypothesized model and the sample data is 
adequate, the null hypotheses of the model are not rejected, providing a plausible explanation of 
the relationships in the phenomenon (Byrne, 2001).  
(2) SEM allows estimating the reciprocal relations between two variables which are 
believed to influence each other based on theory (Byrne, 2001).  
(3) Since SEM contains latent variables which cannot be measured directly but indirectly 
through establishing the links between observed indicators and theoretical construct, SEM is 
useful in estimating the latent variables (underlying constructs) by explicitly reckoning with the 
measurement errors, which lead to maximal reliability and validity (Gall, Borg, & Gall, 1996; 
Byrne, 2001). When the sample size is large, SEM is particularly beneficial in producing a more 
accurate account in the model variables and relationships than other traditional multivariate 
procedures (Raykov & Marcoulides, 2000; Byrne, 2001). 
(4)  SEM estimates multiple regression equations simultaneously in the model, providing 
an account of the indirect effectors from the predictors to the outcome variables through 
mediating variables (Byrne, 2001).  
SEM applies maximum likelihood (ML) estimation to enhance the accuracy of model 
estimation by minimizing the discrepancy between the covariance matrix obtained from the 
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proposed model and the sample covariance matrix (Eliason, 1993; Byrne, 2001; Mulaik, 2009). 
The discrepancy can be summarized in a mathematical form (Eliason, 1993; Mulaik, 2009):  
 where S is the sample covariance matrix and  is the covariance matrix estimated 
by the hypothesized model. ML adopts iterative process to find the minimum value of the fit 
function of the discrepancy (Jöreskog, 1967; Eliason, 1993; Mulaik, 2009): 
 where log is the natural logarithm function, 
 is the determinant of the matrix , tr is the trace matrix function, is the inverse 
matrix of , is the total number of manifest variables in the model. Once the 
minimized value of is obtained through iterations, the computer stops and provides the fit 
values of the overall model and path estimates.  
  Although no consensus has been reached regarding the fit measurement of the model, 
several fit indices are used most often in the researches to determine the validity of the model 
(Raykov & Marcoulides, 2000; McDonald & Ho, 2002). Chi-Square ( ), measuring the 
discrepancy between the covariance matrix of the specified model and observed covariance 
matrix, is a function of (Eliason, 1993; Mulaik, 2009): . Models with large 
which leads to a p-value less than .05 suggest a poor fit of the data. However, since is a 
function of the sample size , if the sample size is large, it is possible that may be large even 
when the model  does not significantly deviates from the data (Hu & Bentler, 1999). Thus, other 
fit indices are needed to make a sound judgment. Parsimony-adjusted measures, such as Normed 
Fit Index (NFI), Tucker- Lewis Fit index (TLI), Comparative fit index (CFI) and Root Mean-
Square Error Approximation (RMSEA) are used to make generalization about the extent to 
which the model fits the sample data. NFT, CFT and TLI of value over .90 or over .95 suggest a 
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good model fit (Byrne, 1994, Hu & Bentler, 1999, Schumacker & Lomax, 2004). RMSEA of 
value less than .06 and the upper limit of 90% confidence interval less than .08 suggest a good fit 
(Hu & Bentler, 1999). Hu and Bentler (1999) recommended using a combination of the fit 
indexes to establish a sound foundation for model fit, in particular minimizing Type I and Type 
II errors. 
 The use of ML estimation in SEM procedure requires four assumptions (Byrne, 2001; 
Wolf, Harrington, Clark & Miller, 2013): (1) normality of the observed variables, (2) large 
sample size, (3) valid specified model, and (4) continuality of the scales in observed variables. 
Ordinal variables can also be retreated as continuous regarding the fourth assumption (Byrne, 
2001). When the sample size is large (i.e. rule of thumb n>1000), asymptotic efficiency allows 
the observed variables for considerable departure from normality and the inferences still remain 
valid (Amemiya & Anderson, 1988, 1990; Satorra, 2002). In this study, the sample size exceeds 
4,000, even though the observed variables may be skewed, according to Amemiya and 
Anderson’s (1988, 1990) research, the SEM estimates remain valid. 
Ethical Issues 
In collecting the institutional and survey data from the selected higher education 
institution, all personal identifiers of the students (such as university ID, birthday, social security 
number, IP address, email address, picture, first/last/middle names etc.) are removed before the 
researcher could obtain the dataset. There is no possibility that students’ identities would be 
assured by combinations of certain variables, so anonymity of the students’ information is 
maintained all along. Furthermore, the researcher did not survey any individual nor interacted 
with any participant throughout the study. Hence, it’s safe to say that no human subjects are 
involved in this research project according to federal regulations. The rights of the participants in 
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MAP-Works survey are protected and respected. The researcher does not have any impact on the 
participants. Since this study contains only secondary data with identifiers completely removed 
and no human subjects were involved, the Institutional Review Board (IRB) determined that this 
study did not need their approval or oversight. All the data files are maintained confidential, such 
as being stored in the password locked computers. 
Limitations 
 Several limitations are inherent in the design of the study. First, data are collect from 
students in Iowa, which affects the generality of this study. Readers should discuss the 
implications for other education settings with solemn caution. Second, since the study is using 
secondary data, it becomes impossible to account for all variables of interest. Although literature 
has shown that some sociopsychological and experiential variables may exert important 
influences on students’ homesickness, such as attachment style, decision control and contacts 
with home etc., they are not collected by the university. This restriction limits the ability of the 
study to fully explain the variance of homesickness.  
 Third, this study used cross-sectional data to develop the predictive model of 
homesickness, for which cause there is possibility of bias in reflecting longitudinal mediation. 
Future research can collect data at different points of time to reflect the longitudinal process. 
Fourth, the study used listwise deletion to handle missing values. Although a large number 
samples size was employed in this study, the elimination of subjects with missing values from 
the analyses can still generate the possibility of bias in data findings.   
 Fourth, the MAP-Works transition survey involves mainly self-reported data. Students 
may choose not to answer certain questions, or they can provide responses based on inaccurate 
personal reflections. Students’ homesickness and other educational experiences are also limited 
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because they are not measured longitudinally. It’s quite plausible that students’ psychosocial 
measures and educational experiences may be changing through their time of enrollments. This 
study is delimited to the first-time freshman context in which it is conducted. Although the 
findings may have implications for students in other periods, such as second semester or above, 
we do not intend to generalize the results beyond its immediate context, which is the first month 
upon new students’ arrival. 
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CHAPTER 4. FINDINGS 
 The purpose of this study is to examine the relationships between first-year first-time 
college students’ homesick experiences and their background characteristics and environmental 
factors, aiming to develop an integrated understanding of how different factors work together to 
influence homesick measures. This chapter presents the results of the data analysis relating to the 
research questions. A systematic view of factors influencing students’ homesickness is delivered 
through a combination of descriptive and multivariate statistics. In the first section of this chapter, 
descriptive statistics such as the means and standard deviations of the selected variables are 
provided. The second section summarizes the results of the factor analysis relating to the 
constructs used in this study. The third section answers the first and second research questions by 
combing descriptive statistics and One-Way ANOVA analysis. The fourth section explicates the 
analysis of the proposed predictive model to address the third research question. 
Descriptive Analysis 
 The definitions of the variables relating to this study are provided in Chapter 3. A sub-
sample of students who live away from home (n=4,931) is drawn from the total population of 
MAP-Works respondents (n=5,132) in the fall 2013 cohort. Ethnic groups with less than 10 
students are eliminated from the study (American Indian or Alaskan Native, Pacific Islander). 
Students with missing values in the variables of race and parental education are also eliminated 
from the analysis. Table 4.1 offers the descriptive statistics such as means and standard 
deviations for the demographic and observed environmental variables used in the study. 
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Table 4.1 
  Means and Standard Deviations for Demographic and Observed Environmental 
Variables (n=4,687) 
  Mean SD 
Gender (1=female) .47 .50 
Agea 1.42 0.53 
International (1=yes) .05 .21 
Black (1=yes) .02 .16 
Asian (1=yes) .03 .17 
Hispanic (1=yes) .05 .22 
Multiracial (1=yes) .03 .16 
Residency (1=in-state residents) .58 .49 
ACT Composite Score 25.15 3.97 
HS GPA 3.60 0.41 
Campus (1=living on campus) .96 .19 
Parental Educationb 2.76 1.180 
Degree Aspirationc 2.85 .784 
aScale: 0=18 or under, 1=19 or 20, 2=21 or 
above 
 
 
bScale: 0=High School diploma or less, 1=Some college, 2=Associate's degree, 
3=Bachelor's degree, 4=Graduate or Professional degree 
cScale: 1=Associate's degree, 2=Bachelor's degree, 3=Master's degree, 4=Ph.D. or other 
professional degree 
 
Confirmatory Factor Analysis 
 Confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) was conducted to test the fit between EBI MAP-
Works survey constructs and the selected sample. This study eliminated one survey item of 
homesickness: “miss boyfriend/girlfriend who is not at this school” due to its large number of 
missing values. To perform analyses of modification indices and bootstrap, students with missing 
values in any of the 20 indicators are eliminated from the factor analysis, resulting in a total of 
4,097 cases. IBM AMOS 20.0 is employed to conduct the confirmation factor analysis.  Table 
4.2 listed all the survey items and corresponding constructs in MAP-Works (EBI, 2014; Sun, 
Hagedorn, & Zhang, in press). 
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Table 4.2 
   MAP-Works Survey Items and Constructs 
Latent variable Indicator Item Content 
Cronbach's 
a 
Homesick Separation HS1 miss family back home 0.677 
 
HS2 miss old friend who are not at this school 
 
Homesick Distress HS4 regret leaving home to go to school 0.856 
 
HS5 think about going home all the time 
 
 
HS6 feel an obligation to be at home 
 
 
HS7 
feel that attending college is pulling you 
away from your community at home  
Institutional Commitment IC1 committed to completing a degree at ISU 0.815 
 
IC2 
intend to come back to ISU for the Spring 
term  
 
IC3 
intend to come back to ISU for the next 
academic year  
Academic Integration AI1 keeping current with academic work 0.813 
 
AI2 motivated to complete academic work 
 
 
AI3 be learning 
 
Social Integration SI1 belong here 0.908 
 
SI2 fitting in 
 
 
SI3 satisfied with your social life on campus 
 
Life stress ST1 
stress regarding being responsible for 
yourself 
0.782 
 
ST2 
stress motivating yourself to get your work 
done on time  
Academic Self-Efficacy ASE1 
do well on all problems and tasks assigned 
in your courses 
0.853 
 
ASE2 do well in your hardest course 
 
  ASE3 
persevere on class projects in front of 
challenges 
  
 
Seven constructs were used in this study: homesick separation, homesick distress, 
institutional commitment, academic integration, social integration, life stress, and academic self-
efficacy. The first homesick construct, “homesick separation” consists of two items, measuring 
the degree of students’ missing family and old friends back home. The second contrast, 
“homesick distress” consists of four items, measuring the degree of students’ distress produced 
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by the environmental relocation, such as regret leaving home, thinking about going home all the 
time, feel an obligation to be at home and feel attending college is pulling you away from your 
community at home. All the homesick items are measured by a 7-point Likert type scale ranging 
from 1 (not at all) to 7(extremely). EBI. (2014) reported the reliability for the two homesick 
constructs as .63 and .86 for the national sample. In this study, our sample revealed the 
Cronbach’s α were .677 and .856 respectively, which were very close to the national statistics.  
 The construct of institutional commitment consists of three items, measuring the degree 
of students’ commitment to completing a degree at and intention to retain to the selected 
institution. The survey items are also measured by a 7-point Likert type scale ranging from 1 (not  
at all) to 7(extremely). EBI. (2014) reported .79 of the reliability for national data and our sample 
revealed .815 of the Cronbach’s α, which is considered to be good. 
The constructs of academic and social integration consist of three items respectively, 
measuring the degree of students’ integration into university’s academic and social contexts. 
Similarly, a 7-point Likert type scale ranging from 1 (not at all) to 7(extremely) is used in the six 
survey items. EBI. (2014)’s national data reported .87 and .90 for the reliability statistics 
compared to .813 and .908 in our sample. The statistics suggested good internal consistency of 
the two constructs. 
The construct of academic self-efficacy consists of three items with a 7-point Likert type 
scale ranging from 1 (not at all) to 7(extremely). Good factor reliability is seen in both EBI.’s 
(2014) national data and our sample in this study: .86 versus .853. 
Two survey items are derived from the stress module. The construct, “life stress” is 
measuring the degree of students’ stress relating to being responsible and self-motivation. A 7-
point Likert type scale ranging from 1 (extremely) to 7(not at all) is employed in the items, 
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where high scores reflect less stress. The Cronbach’s α of .782 revealed adequate construct 
reliability. No national statistics are reported on this module. 
 
Figure 4.1. Modified Measurement Model 
 
The modification indices for the initial measurement model suggested adding correlated 
errors between HS4 (regretting leaving home), HS6 (feel an obligation to be at home) and HS7 
(feel that attending college is pulling you away from your community at home), between SI3 
(satisfied with social life on campus) and SI1 (belong here) will reduce the Chi-square 
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significantly. The final measurement model is displayed in Figure 4.1. Before testing for the 
level of goodness-of-fit of the measurement model, the reliability, convergent validity and 
discriminant validity for each unobserved variable are confirmed through CFA. Table 4.3 listed 
the composite reliability (CR) values, CFA factor loadings and the average variance extracted 
Table 4.3 
    Convergent Validity Test Results 
   
Latent variable Indicator 
Factor 
loadinga 
Composite 
reliability 
Average variance 
extracted 
Homesick Separation HS1 0.871 0.703 0.552 
 
HS2 0.587 
  Homesick Distress HS4 0.818 0.849 0.587 
 
HS5 0.829 
  
 
HS6 0.679 
  
 
HS7 0.728 
  Institutional 
Commitment 
IC1 0.684 
0.831 0.626 
 
IC2 0.744 
  
 
IC3 0.925 
  Academic Integration AI1 0.767 0.816 0.597 
 
AI2 0.8 
  
 
AI3 0.75 
  Social Integration SI1 0.927 0.931 0.819 
 
SI2 0.903 
  
 
SI3 0.884 
  Life stress ST1 0.75 0.785 0.648 
 
ST2 0.856 
  Academic Self-
Efficacy 
ASE1 0.848 
0.857 0.666 
 
ASE2 0.809 
    ASE3 0.791     
Note: aFactor loading are from confirmatory factor analysis. 
  
 (AVE) by each construct. Higher CR values correspond to better construct reliability, and the 
convergent variability can be determined by the two criteria (Fornell & Larcker, 1981): (1) factor 
loadings should be around .60 or above and (2) AVE should exceed .50, the variance captured by 
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construct in relation to measure error. For the current measurement model, all factor loadings 
exceed .70 except HS2=.587, HS6=.679 and IC1=.684. Homesick separation is the variable of 
interest in comparative analysis but not in structural equation modeling. Moreover, all the AVE 
scores are above .50. Hence, the convergent validity can be considered to be adequate. 
 Table 4.4 lists the correlations between constructs in CFA. Overall the correlations 
between different constructs are less than .50, which means that they are distinct from each other. 
Homesick separation correlates with homesick distress at .554, and academic integration 
correlates with academic self-efficacy at .588, implying a moderate overlapping between two 
constructs. These two statistics are the two largest correlations. Furthermore, Table 4.5 shows the  
Table 4.4 
       Correlations among the Latent Variables 
     Latent variable 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Homesick Separation 1 
      
Homesick Distress 0.554 1 
     
Institutional 
Commitment 
-0.077 -0.361 1 
    
Academic Integration -0.022 -0.287 0.32 1 
   
Social Integration -0.211 -0.465 0.5 0.483 1 
  
Life stress -0.197 -0.223 0.13 0.479 0.253 1 
 
Academic Self-Efficacy -0.152 -0.266 0.231 0.588 0.356 0.403 1 
 
correlations between survey items and constructs. The loadings of survey items on their assigned 
construct are higher than the correlation between that item and another latent variable, indicating 
discriminant validity is met. 
 Common method bias is also examined in this study. According to Harman’s one-factor 
test (Podsakoff & Organ, 1986), substantial common method bias exist when either one of the 
two conditions occur: (1) a single factor emerges from the EFA, (2) a single factor accounts for 
the most of the covariance among the variables. In this study, a total of 77.17% of the variance is 
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explained by the seven factors and the first factor accounted for 14.29%. No general factor can 
explain the majority of the variance and all items cannot be treated as one construct. Therefore, 
common method variance does not influence the data in this study. 
Table 4.5 
        CFA Correlations Between Indicators and Latent Variables 
Latent variable Indicator 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Homesick Separation HS1 0.871 0.482 -0.067 -0.019 -0.184 -0.172 -0.133 
 
HS2 0.587 0.325 -0.045 -0.013 -0.124 -0.116 -0.09 
Homesick Distress HS4 0.453 0.818 -0.295 -0.235 -0.38 -0.183 -0.218 
 
HS5 0.459 0.829 -0.299 -0.238 -0.385 -0.185 -0.22 
 
HS6 0.376 0.679 -0.245 -0.195 -0.316 -0.152 -0.181 
 
HS7 0.403 0.728 -0.263 -0.209 -0.338 -0.163 -0.194 
Institutional Commitment IC1 -0.052 -0.247 0.684 0.219 0.342 0.089 0.158 
 
IC2 -0.057 -0.268 0.744 0.238 0.372 0.097 0.172 
 
IC3 -0.071 -0.334 0.925 0.296 0.462 0.12 0.213 
Academic Integration AI1 -0.017 -0.22 0.246 0.767 0.37 0.367 0.451 
 
AI2 -0.018 -0.229 0.256 0.8 0.386 0.383 0.47 
 
AI3 -0.017 -0.215 0.24 0.75 0.362 0.359 0.441 
Social Integration SI1 -0.196 -0.431 0.463 0.448 0.927 0.234 0.33 
 
SI2 -0.191 -0.419 0.451 0.436 0.903 0.228 0.322 
 
SI3 -0.187 -0.411 0.442 0.427 0.884 0.223 0.315 
Life stress ST1 -0.148 -0.167 0.097 0.359 0.189 0.75 0.302 
 
ST2 -0.169 -0.191 0.111 0.41 0.216 0.856 0.345 
Academic Self-Efficacy ASE1 -0.129 -0.226 0.196 0.499 0.302 0.342 0.848 
 
ASE2 -0.123 -0.215 0.187 0.476 0.288 0.326 0.809 
  ASE3 -0.121 -0.21 0.182 0.465 0.282 0.319 0.791 
 
 After reliability and validity are examined, the measurement model is tested statistically 
to determine the extent which the model fits the data. The first fit index is the chi-square statistic, 
testing the fit between the model and the covariance matrix. If the p value of chi-square test is 
smaller than the preset significant level (.05), the proposed model should be rejected; otherwise it 
can be retained (Raykov & Marcoulides, 2000). In this study, the chi-square for the overall 
model is 1722.163 (p<.001, df =146), suggesting the fit of the data is not adequate. However, 
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chi-square statistic is sensitive to the large sample size which may wrongly reject a well fit 
model, Byrne (2001) suggested using multiple fit indices to assess goodness-of-fit, such as 
relative chi-square (normed chi-square), root mean square error of approximation (RMSEA), 
normed incremental fit index (NFI), comparative fit index (CFI), Incremental fit index (IFI), 
Tucker Lewis index (TLI), parsimony adjustment to the NFI (PNFI), and parsimony adjustment 
to the CFI (PCFI). A good fit between the model and data can be determined by the following 
criteria: (1) RMSEA should be less than .06 and the upper confidence interval of RMSEA should 
not exceed .08 (Hu & Bentler, 1999; Hair, Black, Babin, Anderson & Tatham, 2006; Byrne, 
2001); (2) NFI, CFI, IFI, TLI should be over .90 or .95 (Hu & Bentler, 1999; Byrne, 2001;  
Table 4.6 
   Goodness-of-Fit for the Measurement Model 
  
Fit index   Scores 
Recommended 
cut-off value 
Absolute fit measures  1722.163 
 
 
df 146 
 
 
RMSEA 0.051 <=0.06 
 
90% HI (RMSEA) 0.054 <=0.08 
Incremental fit measures NFI 0.959 >=0.9 
 
CFI 0.962 >=0.9 
 
IFI 0.962 >=0.9 
 
TLI 0.951 >=0.9 
Parsimonious fit measures PNFI 0.737 >0.5 
  PCFI 0.739 >0.5 
 
Ullman & Bentler, 2004; Hooper, Coughlan & Mullen 2008); (3) PNFI and PCFI should 
exceed .5 (Ullman & Bentler, 2004); Table 4.6 lists the values of the selected fit indices for the 
measurement model. Based on the model fit indices criteria, the proposed model fit the data well. 
 
 
2
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Analyses of Research Questions 
Descriptive Analysis of Homesick Incidence Rates 
The first research question guiding this study is “What is the incidence rate of 
homesickness among the first-year first-time college students at a public research-intensive 
university?” To address this question, Table 4.7 listed the descriptive statistics of homesick 
measures by background characteristics. The sample consists of all the cases that were included 
in the prior factor analyses. Two homesick factors are derived based on the average response of 
the items assigned to each factor (EBI., 2014; Sun, Hagedorn, & Zhang, in press). Each item is 
measured by a 7-point Likert type scale ranging from 1 (not at all) to 7(extremely). 
Table 4.7 
            Frequency Table of Homesick Separation and Distress (N=4,097) 
  1-2 2-3 3-4 4-5 5-6 6-7 
  n % n % n % n % n % n % 
Separation 199 5% 525 13% 736 18% 1116 27% 730 18% 791 19% 
Distress 1963 48% 1040 25% 517 13% 347 8% 129 3% 101 2% 
 
 Table 4.7 indicates that most of the students experience a moderate degree of homesick 
separation. Less than 5% reported “not at all” and 19% reported “extremely” in the factor 
variable of homesick separation. In contrast, the majority of students reported “not at all” relating 
to homesick distress. Only 2% of the sample reported “extremely” in the factor variable of 
homesick distress. The finding is consistent with Jones and Woosley’s (2011) study that 
homesick separation is a normal developmental process that experienced by most first-year 
students, while only a small portion of them suffer distress caused by the environment relocation. 
Comparative Analysis Testing Mean Differences 
The second research question in this study is “what are the differences in homesick 
measures between groups based on different pre-college characteristics and environmental 
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factors, such as gender, age, race, nationality, residency, parental education, degree aspiration 
and living environment?” To address this question, Analysis of Variance (ANOVA) tables are 
produced to analyze the mean differences of the two homesick factors between various groups of 
students. 
The assumptions of random sampling and normality have been addressed in Chapter 3. 
To avoid the violation of the normal distribution, natural logarithm transformation is used for 
homesick distress measure. No transformation is used on the factor of homesick separation. 
Furthermore, the assumption of homoscedasticity is confirmed through the use of Levene’s test 
for equality of variances. Significant p values indicate that the assumption of equal variances of 
the dependent variable is violated in the sample (Tabachnick & Fidell, 2007; Urdan, 2010). 
Table 4.8 listed the results of Levene’s test of equality of error variances. Four variables (gender,  
Table 4.8 
    
Levene’s Test for Equality of Variances: Homesick Factors 
 Independent variable 
Homesick Separation Homesick Distress 
F p F p 
Age .805 .491 .690 .558 
Gender 38.368 <.001 .623 .430 
Race 4.272 <.001 1.145 .334 
Residency 1.879 .171 .998 .318 
Parental Education 2.695 .029 1.696 .148 
Degree Aspiration 4.413 .004 2.757 .041 
Campus 1.223 .269 .365 .546 
 
race, parental education, degree aspiration) violated the assumption of homoscedasticity for the 
dependent variable of homesick separation, and one variable (degree aspiration) violated this 
assumption for homesick distress. Brown-Forsythe tests are performed for the variables violating 
the assumption of equality (Brown & Forsythe, 1974; Good 2005). All other variables continue 
to use F-test to examine the mean differences. 
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The results of One-Way ANOVA tests for pre-college characteristics and environmental 
factors, such as gender, age, race, residency, parental education, degree aspiration and living 
environment are displayed from Table 4.9 to Table 4.15. Natural logarithm transformation is 
employed when conducting ANOVA tests on the dependent variable homesick distress. However, 
due to the difficulty of interpretation, natural logarithm is not used when presenting the means of 
homesick distress in the comparison tables. 
Table 4.9 shows the results of ANOVA tests for demographic variable age. There is no 
statistically significant difference between the mean measures of homesick separation and 
distress among different age groups, F=2.090, 1.837, p=.099, .138. 
Table 4.9  
     
One-Way ANOVA of Age on Homesick Factors (N=4,097) 
Age n 
Homesick Separation Homesick Distress 
Mean SD Mean SD 
<18 18 3.75 1.81 2.19 1.43 
18 2408 4.28 1.51 2.29 1.33 
19 1629 4.20 1.50 2.31 1.30 
20> 42 3.94 1.49 2.63 1.16 
Total 4097 4.24 1.51 2.30 1.32 
F 
 
2.090 
 
1.837 
 
p   .099   .138   
 
 The ANOVA results for the demographic variable gender are displayed in Table 4.10. 
There is a statistically significant difference in average score of homesick separation between 
males and females, Brown-Forsythe=190.45, p<.001. Female students reported a significantly 
higher sense of separation than males. Gender does not have statistically significant difference in 
homesick distress, F=.17, p=.68.   
 For the analysis of demographic variable race (Table 4.11), there is a statistically 
significant difference in the average score of homesick distress among different racial groups, 
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F=2.45, p=.03. International students displayed the largest homesick distress score, Asian 
American students next. No statistically significant difference is found in homesick separation 
based on race, Brown-Forsythe=1.81, p=.11. 
Table 4.10 
     
One-Way ANOVA of Gender on Homesick Factors (N=4,097) 
Gender n 
Homesick Separation Homesick Distress 
Mean SD Mean SD 
Males 2162 3.94 1.41 2.28 1.28 
Females 1935 4.58 1.54 2.32 1.36 
Total 4097 4.24 1.51 2.30 1.32 
Brown-Forsythe/F 
 
190.45 
 
0.17 
 
p   <.001   0.68   
 
Table 4.11 
     
One-Way ANOVA of Race on Homesick Factors (N=4,097) 
Race/Nationality n 
Homesick Separation Homesick Distress 
Mean SD Mean SD 
International 154 4.12 1.56 2.60 1.46 
Black 96 4.35 1.86 2.28 1.38 
White 3412 4.22 1.48 2.28 1.31 
Asian 113 4.33 1.65 2.52 1.43 
Hispanic 206 4.54 1.59 2.32 1.24 
Two or More Races 116 4.19 1.54 2.18 1.35 
Total 4097 4.24 1.51 2.30 1.32 
Brown-Forsythe/F 
 
1.81 
 
2.45 
 
p   0.11   0.03   
 
 The ANOVA results for the dichotomous variables of residency and campus living are 
displayed in Table 4.12 and Table 4.13. Residency and campus living have statistically 
significant differences in homesick separation at the p<.05 level. Out-of-state resident students 
and students who live on campus reported significant higher separation scores than in-state 
residents and those who live off campus. For the homesick distress, no significant differences are 
found based on residency and campus living, F= 1.50, .10, p=.22, .75. 
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Table 4.12 
     
One-Way ANOVA of Residency on Homesick Factors (N=4,097) 
Residency n 
Homesick Separation Homesick Distress 
Mean SD Mean SD 
Out-of-state resident 1722 4.37 1.53 2.28 1.32 
In-state resident 2375 4.15 1.49 2.31 1.32 
Total 4097 4.24 1.51 2.30 1.32 
F 
 
21.72 
 
1.50 
 
p   <.001   0.22   
 
Table 4.13 
     
One-Way ANOVA of Campus on Homesick Factors (N=4,097) 
Campus n 
Homesick Separation Homesick Distress 
Mean SD Mean SD 
Off-campus 150 3.95 1.46 2.29 1.36 
On-campus 3947 4.25 1.51 2.30 1.32 
Total 4097 4.24 1.51 2.30 1.32 
F 
 
5.80 
 
0.10 
 
p   0.02   0.75   
 
Table 4.14 
     
One-Way ANOVA of Parental Education on Homesick Factors (N=4,060) 
Parental Education n 
Homesick Separation Homesick Distress 
Mean SD Mean SD 
High School or less 286 4.70 1.60 2.61 1.48 
Some college 412 4.43 1.53 2.57 1.41 
Associate's degree 417 4.26 1.54 2.40 1.31 
Bachelor's degree 1798 4.18 1.47 2.28 1.30 
Graduate or 
Professional degree 
1147 4.16 1.50 2.11 1.24 
Total 4060 4.24 1.51 2.30 1.32 
Brown-Forsythe/F 
 
9.33 
 
16.40 
 
p   <.001   <.001   
 
 ANOVA test is also performed to investigate whether students with different parental 
education levels display different patterns of homesickness. The analysis yields to significant p 
values. For homesick separation Brown-Forsythe=9.33, p<.001; for homesick distress F=16.40, 
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p<.001. Students with a higher parental education level reported lower means of homesick 
separation and distress.  
 Similarly, ANOVA test is conducted to study whether significant differences exist in the 
means of homesick separation and distress between students with different degree aspirations. 
The results are displayed in Table 4.15. There is a statistically significant difference on homesick 
distress, Brown-Forsythe=6.66, p<.001; but not on homesick separation, Brown-Forsythe=.55, 
p=.65. Students who aspired to earn a Master or above degree reported lower means of homesick 
distress than those who aspired to earn a Bachelor or less degree.  
Table 4.15 
     
One-Way ANOVA of Degree Aspiration on Homesick Factors (N=3,619) 
Degree Aspiration n 
Homesick Separation Homesick Distress 
Mean SD Mean SD 
Associate's Degree 26 4.58 1.87 2.34 1.10 
Bachelor's Degree 1350 4.27 1.50 2.41 1.35 
Master's Degree 1403 4.23 1.47 2.20 1.23 
Ph.D., M.D. or other 
professional degree 
840 4.23 1.57 2.24 1.33 
Total 3619 4.25 1.51 2.29 1.30 
Brown-Forsythe 
 
0.55 
 
6.66 
 
p   0.65   <.001   
 
Structural Equation Modeling  
The third research question in this study is “How do students’ background characteristics 
and environmental factors influence their degree of homesickness? Particularly how do these 
variables interact to influence the students’ homesickness?” Because homesick separation is 
found to have no significant impact on students’ first-semester GPA and first-year retention (Sun, 
Hagedorn, & Zhang, in press), this study selects only the construct of homesick distress as the 
outcome variable in the third research question. To address this question, Structural Equation 
Modeling (SEM) is used to study the multiple regressive relationships concurrently in the 
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proposed model (Figure 3.1). Cases with missing values on the pre-college variables in the 
model are eliminated from the sample. International students are excluded from the analysis due 
to a large number of missing values in ACT Score and residency, yielding a total of 3,785 cases 
in the model testing. In addition, categorical variable race is recoded to four dummy variables: 
Asian, Black, Hispanic and Multiracial. The hypothesized model is presented in Figure 4.2.  
 
Figure 4.2 Hypothesized Predictive Model of Homesick Distress in AMOS 
 
 The hypothesized predictive model is examined on its consistency with the sample data. 
Byrne (2001) and Hair et al. (2006) suggested using a combination of multiple fit measures to 
assess goodness-of-fit, especially when a large sample size may produce a factitious tendency to 
reject the model even if only marginally inconsistent with the data. Several goodness-of-fit 
indices implies the structural model analysis has a good fit the data (see Table 4.16), as judged 
71 
 
 
 
from the chi-square index ( =2050.925; df =284; =7.222) and the GFIs (RMSEA=.041; 
NFI=.947; CFI=.954; IFI=.954; TLI=.943). 
Table 4.16 
   Goodness-of-Fit for the Hypothesized Model 
  
Fit index   Scores 
Recommended 
cut-off value 
Absolute fit measures 
 
2050.925 
 
 
df 284 
 
 
RMSEA 0.041 <=0.06 
 
90% HI (RMSEA) 0.042 <=0.08 
Incremental fit measures NFI 0.947 >=0.9 
 
CFI 0.954 >=0.9 
 
IFI 0.954 >=0.9 
 
TLI 0.943 >=0.9 
Parsimonious fit measures PNFI 0.766 >0.5 
  PCFI 0.772 >0.5 
 
 Table 4.17 lists the unstandardized as well as standardized values of all the proposed 
regression paths in the structural model, and the coefficients for the significant paths (α=.05) are 
displayed in Figure 4.3. The discussion of the results involves both direct and indirect effects in 
the model. Direct effects run directly from one exogenous or endogenous variable to another 
endogenous variable, and indirect effects betide when part of the exposure effect is mediated by 
another set of interceding variables (Agresti & Finlay, 1997). Adding direct and indirect effects 
results in a total effect which explains the overall influence of the explanatory variable on a 
dependent variable. 
 
 
 
 
2 2 / df
2
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Table 4.17  
 
    Path Coefficients of the Structural Model (n=3,785) 
Dependent variable Predictor variable Estimate Std. E S.E. p 
Academic Self-efficacy 
    
 
Asian -0.242 -0.045 0.091 0.008 
 
Black 0.194 0.033 0.103 0.059 
 
Hispanic 0.085 0.02 0.072 0.238 
 
Multiracial -0.033 -0.006 0.088 0.711 
 
Gender -0.094 -0.055 0.031 0.002 
 
Residency -0.074 -0.042 0.031 0.019 
 
ParentEd 0.022 0.03 0.013 0.093 
 
ACT 0.032 0.147 0.005 <.001 
 
HS GPA 0.233 0.109 0.043 <.001 
Life stress 
    
 
Asian -0.31 -0.035 0.15 0.039 
 
Black 0.061 0.006 0.17 0.721 
 
Hispanic -0.185 -0.027 0.118 0.118 
 
Multiracial -0.037 -0.004 0.146 0.798 
 
Gender -0.261 -0.09 0.051 <.001 
 
Residency -0.042 -0.014 0.052 0.419 
 
ParentEd 0.049 0.039 0.022 0.026 
 
ACT -0.026 -0.071 0.008 <.001 
 
HS GPA 0.327 0.092 0.071 <.001 
 
Academic Self-efficacy 0.641 0.384 0.033 <.001 
Social Integration 
    
 
Academic Self-efficacy 0.47 0.3 0.03 <.001 
 
Life stress 0.125 0.134 0.018 <.001 
Academic Integration 
    
 
Academic Self-efficacy 0.423 0.458 0.019 <.001 
 
Life stress 0.174 0.314 0.012 <.001 
Institutional Commitment 
    
 
Academic Self-efficacy 0.153 0.195 0.016 <.001 
 
Life stress 0.024 0.05 0.01 0.016 
Homesick Distress 
    
 
Social Integration -0.325 -0.354 0.019 <.001 
 
Academic Integration -0.132 -0.085 0.031 <.001 
  Institutional Commitment -0.292 -0.16 0.035 <.001 
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Figure 4.3. Significant Paths of the Structural Model (Standardized coefficients are reported) 
  
Demographic variables. 
 The proposed predictive model hypothesized that students’ race, gender, residency and 
parental education would influence their academic self-efficacy and life stress. Results of the 
model (see Table 4.17) indicate gender and academic performance in high school have 
statistically significant direct effects on both academic self-efficacy and life stress; residency has 
statistically significant direct effect on only academic self-efficacy and parental education on life 
stress. Females and in-state residents reported lower academic self-efficacy; male students and 
those with a higher parental education level reported experiencing less life stress (the scale of life 
stress is reversed with lower value denoting higher stress). Although the hypothesized model 
predicted that minority racial students were more likely to have lower academic self-efficacy and 
experience higher life stress compared to White students, only Asian students reported so. Black 
students reported marginally significant higher degree of academic self-efficacy than White 
students after controlling for other pre-college characteristics (p=.059). No support was found for 
the presupposed effect of Hispanic and Multiracial on academic self-efficacy and life stress. 
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 Table 4.18 displays the statistically significant effects of demographic variables on the 
succeeding endogenous variables. Results show that neither Hispanic nor Multiracial has a  
Table 4.18 
    Significant Effects of Demographic Variables on Endogenous Variables 
Endogenous Variable Predictor Variable 
Direct 
Effect 
Indirect 
Effect 
Total 
Effect 
Academic Self-Efficacy Asian -0.242 * -0.242 
 
Black 0.194 * 0.194 
 
Gender -0.094 * -0.094 
 
Residency -0.074 * -0.074 
 
ParentEd - * - 
Life Stress Asian -0.31 -0.155 -0.465 
 
Black - 0.124a - 
 
Gender -0.261 -0.06 -0.321 
 
Residency - -0.047 - 
 
ParentEd 0.049a - 0.063 
Social Integration Asian * -0.172 -0.172 
 
Black * .114a .114a 
 
Gender * -0.085 -0.085 
 
Residency * -0.046 -0.046 
 
ParentEd * 0.018 0.018 
Academic Integration Asian * -0.183 -0.183 
 
Black * - - 
 
Gender * -0.096 -0.096 
 
Residency * -0.047 -0.047 
 
ParentEd * 0.021 0.021 
Institutional Commitment Asian * -0.048 -0.048 
 
Black * - - 
 
Gender * -0.022 -0.022 
 
Residency * -0.013 -0.013 
 
ParentEd 
 
.005a .005a 
Homesick Distress Asian * 0.094 0.094 
 
Black * - - 
 
Gender * 0.047 0.047 
 
Residency * 0.025 0.025 
  ParentEd * -0.01 -0.01 
* denotes no hypothesized effect; - denotes insignificant effect; a denotes marginal 
significance .05 < p < .06 
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significant effect on academic self-efficacy, life stress, social integration, academic integration, 
institutional commitment and homesick distress. Gender has a significant total effect on all the 
endogenous variables, indicating female students were more likely to have a higher degree of life 
stress and lower degrees of academic self-efficacy, social integration, academic integration and 
institutional commitment, the result of which is a significant higher degree of homesick distress. 
 Parental education has significant total effects on life stress, social integration, academic 
integration and homesick distress but marginal on institutional commitment. Increase in parental 
education is associated with lower life stress, higher social integration, academic integration, 
yielding a significant lower homesick distress. Compared to White students, Asian and Black 
have significant total effects on academic self-efficacy and social integration. However, the two 
patterns are opposite to each other. Asian students reported lower academic self-efficacy and 
social integration while Black students reported significantly higher scores. Among all the racial 
groups, only Asian students demonstrated a significant higher life stress and lower academic 
integration and institutional commitment than White students, the result of which is a boosting 
degree of homesick distress. Similarly, in-state residents were more likely to report lower 
academic self-efficacy, social integration, academic integration, institutional commitment and 
higher homesick distress. 
High school academic performance. 
 The hypothesized model presumed that ACT and high school GPA would have a direct 
effect on students’ academic self-efficacy and life stress. The results in Table 4.18 supported the 
hypothesis. Yet it is important to note that ACT exerted negative direct effect and positive 
indirect effect on life stress, the result of which is an insignificant total effect. Furthermore, the 
predictive model also posited that students’ high school academic performance (ACT and GPA) 
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would influence the subsequent variables indirectly. Table 4.19 summarizes the effect 
coefficients (direct, indirect and total effects) relating to ACT and high school GPA in the model. 
All the effects are significant at α=.05 level. Students with higher ACT and high school GPA 
were more likely to have higher social integration, academic integration, institutional 
commitment and lower homesick distress. 
Table 4.19 
    Significant Effects of ACT and High School GPA on Endogenous Variables 
Endogenous Variable Predictor Variable 
Direct 
Effect 
Indirect 
Effect 
Total 
Effect 
Academic Self-Efficacy ACT 0.032 * 0.032 
 
HS GPA 0.233 * 0.233 
Life Stress ACT -0.026 0.021 - 
 
HS GPA 0.327 0.15 0.477 
Social Integration ACT * 0.015 0.015 
 
HS GPA * 0.169 0.169 
Academic Integration ACT * 0.013 0.013 
 
HS GPA * 0.182 0.182 
Institutional Commitment ACT * 0.005 0.005 
 
HS GPA * 0.047 0.047 
Homesick Distress ACT * -0.008 -0.008 
 
HS GPA * -0.093 -0.093 
* denotes no hypothesized effect. 
 
Academic self-efficacy and life stress. 
The proposed model explores how students’ academic self-efficacy and life stress 
influence homesick distress through other endogenous variables, such as social integration, 
academic integration and institutional commitment. Analysis of the model (see Table 4.17) 
indicates that academic self-efficacy exerts significant effect on life stress, and both have 
significant direct effects on social integration, academic integration and institutional commitment. 
Higher academic self-efficacy and lower experience of life stress are associated with higher 
social integration, academic integration and institutional commitment. Table 4.20 displays the 
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direct, indirect and total effects of academic self-efficacy and life stress on subsequent 
endogenous variables. All the hypothesized effect are significant at α=.05 level. Finding of the 
analysis supported the hypothesis in Chapter 3: academic self-efficacy and life stress influenced 
homesick distress indirectly through social integration, academic integration and institutional 
commitment. Students with higher academic self-efficacy and experiencing lower life stress were 
more likely to report lower homesick distress. 
Table 4.20 
    Significant Effects of Academic Self-Efficacy and Life stress on Endogenous Variables 
Endogenous Variable Predictor Variable 
Direct 
Effect 
Indirect 
Effect 
Total 
Effect 
Social Integration Academic Self-efficacy 0.47 0.08 0.55 
 
Life stress 0.125 * 0.125 
Academic Integration Academic Self-efficacy 0.423 0.111 0.535 
 
Life stress 0.174 * 0.174 
Institutional Commitment Academic Self-efficacy 0.153 0.015 0.168 
 
Life stress 0.024 * 0.024 
Homesick Distress Academic Self-efficacy * -0.298 -0.298 
 
Life stress * -0.071 -0.071 
* denotes no hypothesized effect. 
 
 Social integration, academic integration and institutional commitment. 
The hypothesized model provides insights on how students’ social integration, academic 
integration and institutional commitment may be influenced by pre-college characteristics. Next, 
the model also presumes that academic self-efficacy and life stress can influence students’ social 
integration, academic integration and institutional commitment. Finally, the model examines the 
influence of social integration, academic integration and life stress on students’ homesick 
distress.  
Analysis of the model (see Table 4.17) indicates that social integration, academic 
integration and institutional commitment have significant direct effects on students’ homesick 
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distress. Higher social integration, academic integration and institutional commitment are 
associated with lower homesick distress. Furthermore, correlations among social integration, 
academic integration and institutional commitment are used to identify the noncausal 
relationships among these variables. As shown in Figure 4.3, statistically significant correlations 
suggest that higher academic integration is associated with higher social integration as well as 
institutional commitment. 
Interaction effects. 
Figure 4.3 provides an illustration of the significant direct paths among the exogenous 
and endogenous variables in the proposed model. Three variables have statistically significant 
direct effects on homesick distress. In order of effect size, these variables are social integration 
(β=-.354), institutional commitment (β=-.16) and academic integration (β=-.085). Table 4.21 
summarizes all the statistically significant effects (direct, indirect and total effects) of exogenous 
Table 4.21  
    Significant Effects of Predictor Variables on Homesick Distress 
Endogenous Variable Predictor Variable 
Direct 
Effect 
Indirect 
Effect 
Total 
Effect 
Homesick Distress Asian * 0.094 0.094 
 
Gender * 0.047 0.047 
 
Residency * 0.025 0.025 
 
ParentEd * -0.01 -0.01 
 
ACT * -0.008 -0.008 
 
HS GPA * -0.093 -0.093 
 
Academic Self-efficacy * -0.298 -0.298 
 
Life stress * -0.071 -0.071 
 
Social Integration -0.325 * -0.325 
 
Academic Integration -0.132 * -0.132 
  
Institutional 
Commitment 
-0.292 * -0.292 
* denotes no hypothesized effect. 
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and endogenous variables on the outcome variable homesick distress. The combination of Figure 
4.3 and Table 4.21 provides insights on how different variables interact with one another to 
influence homesick distress corporately. In other words, it provides an explication of the paths 
how certain endogenous variables mediate the influence of other variables on homesick distress.  
 Except Hispanic, Black, Multiracial variables, all the exogenous variables, including 
Asian, gender, residency, parental education, ACT and high school GPA, have significant 
indirect effects on homesick distress. The indirect effect of parental education is through life  
Table 4.22 
      
Significant Unstandardized Total Effects for the Structural Model 
  
Academic 
Self-
efficacy 
Life 
stress 
Social 
Integration 
Academic 
Integration 
Institutional 
Commitment 
Homesick 
Distress 
Asian -0.242 -0.465 -0.172 -0.183 -0.048 0.094 
Black 0.194 - 0.114a - - - 
Gender -0.094 -0.321 -0.085 -0.096 -0.022 0.047 
Residency -0.074 - -0.046 -0.047 -0.013 0.025 
ParentEd - 0.063 0.018 0.021 0.005a -0.01 
ACT 0.032 - 0.015 0.013 0.005 -0.008 
HS GPA 0.233 0.477 0.169 0.182 0.047 -0.093 
Academic 
Self-efficacy 
* 0.641 0.55 0.535 0.168 -0.298 
Life stress * * 0.125 0.174 0.024 -0.071 
Social 
Integration 
* * * * * -0.325 
Academic 
Integration 
* * * * * -0.132 
Institutional 
Commitment 
* * * * * -0.292 
R Square 0.061 0.17 0.14 0.423 0.048 0.249 
* denotes no hypothesized effect, - indicates insignificant effect. 
 
stress, academic integration and social integration. The total effect of parental education is found 
insignificant on academic self-efficacy and marginally significant on institutional commitment 
(see Table 4.22). Indirect effects of Asian and gender on homesick distress are through academic 
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self-efficacy, life stress, academic integration, social integration and institutional commitment. 
Since the total effect of residency on life stress is insignificant, the indirect effect of residency on 
homesick distress is through academic self-efficacy, academic integration, social integration and 
institutional commitment. 
Both academic self-efficacy and life stress have significant indirect effects on homesick 
distress through academic integration, social integration and institutional commitment. 
Furthermore, there are significant indirect effects of academic self-efficacy on academic 
integration, social integration and institutional commitment through life stress. Table 4.22 lists 
all the significant total effects for all the variables in the structural model as well as  values 
for the dependent variables. Although Black and residency have significant indirect effects on 
life stress, the total effects show to be insignificant.  
  
2R
81 
 
 
 
CHAPTER 5. DISCUSSIONS, IMPLICATIONS AND CONCLUSIONS 
This study is theory-based research that attempts to integrate multiple theoretical models 
into a comprehensive elaboration of homesickness for first-year first-time college students, 
aiming to provide a holistic understand how students’ background characteristics/traits, 
institutional environment and experiences work together to affect their homesickness. Using 
Tinto’s (1975) departure model, Fisher’s (1989) multicausal homesickness model, and the model 
of self-efficacy and stress (Torres & Solberg, 2001; Close 2001) as the analytic framework, this 
chapter examines both the individual factors and their collective influence on homesickness by 
discussing the major findings presented in Chapter 4. Discussion of the findings is organized by 
the three research questions. Subsequent implications for higher education practitioners are 
presented. A discussion of research recommendations for future research follows. Lastly, this 
chapter concludes with a summary of the entire study.  
Discussion of the Findings 
Discussions of the Incidence Rates of Homesickness 
 In examining the prevalence of homesickness among different populations, most 
researchers treated homesickness as a dichotomous measure: homesick or not-homesick. For 
instance, it was estimated that up to 70% of British boarding school pupils, student nurses and 
university students (Fisher, Frazer & Murray, 1984, 1985, 1986), 50% of Dutch university 
students (Stroebe, Vliet, Hewstone, & Willis, 2002), 19% of American and 77% of Turkish 
university students (Carden & Feicht, 1991) reported homesickness as a result of leaving home 
for education. However, Thurber and Walton (2012) believed it more suitable to conceptualize 
homesickness as a “normative pathology whose intensity varies along a continuum,” rather than 
categorize it into a dichotomous measure. Significant distress and anxiety, which yield a 
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detriment to social and occupational functioning and/or can become chronic, symptomize 
“problematic” homesickness (Thurber & Walton, 2012). It is estimated that 10% to 15% of those 
reported homesickness will suffer impairment in social and occupational functioning and have 
trouble in carrying out daily activities (Fisher, 1989; Stroebe, Vliet, Hewstone, & Willis, 2002).  
To evaluate the intensity of homesickness along a continuum, this study measured 
homesickness by a 7-point Likert scale ranging from 1 (not at all) to 7(extremely). Two 
constructs are confirmed in the homesickness scale: separation and distress (Jones & Woosley, 
2011; Woosley & Gardner, 2011; Sun, Hagedorn, & Zhang, in press). The first homesick 
construct, “homesick separation” measuring the degree of students’ missing family and old 
friends back home, is experienced by the majority of students at a moderate degree. The second 
construct, “homesick distress”, measuring the degree of students’ distress due to the 
environmental relocation, such as regret leaving home, think about going home all the time, feel 
an obligation to be at home and feel attending college is pulling you away from your community 
at home, is experienced by less than 15% of the student population at a more than moderate 
degree (See Table 4.7). The finding confirms previous research (Jones & Woosley, 2011; 
Woosley & Gardner, 2011) that most first-year first-time college students experience homesick 
separation as a normative developmental process while only a small portion of them suffer 
problematic distress. 
Discussions of the Comparative Statistics of Homesickness 
 This study adopted a large college sample to re-evaluate the differences in homesick 
measures between groups of different pre-college characteristics and environmental factors, such 
as gender, age, race, nationality, residency, parental education, degree aspiration and living 
environment. The results of Analysis of Variance (ANOVA) indicated that both homesick 
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separation and distress were significantly related to parental education. Besides, homesick 
separation was significantly associated with gender, residency and living on campus. And race 
and degree aspiration impacted homesick distress significantly, but not on separation. Neither 
homesick Seperation nor distress was significantly related to age. 
 Previous research on homesickness offers several probable explications for the finding of 
age. Thurber and Walton (2007) interpreted age as a proxy for experiences away from home. On 
one hand, individuals with older age encounter more separation experiences which can actuate 
the development of coping strategies, preventing them from homesickness; on the other hand, 
negative separation experiences may trigger negative future expectations, which yield a higher 
likelihood of suffering homesickness (Thurber & Walton, 2007). The relation between age and 
homesickness need to be scrutinized in different sub-populations. Another possible explication 
for the insignificant effects on homesickness is that the variable of age in this study does not 
have a large degree of variance. In other words, although age in this sample does not explain the 
homesickness adequately, it may become a significant contributor in other higher education 
institutions with a large number of non-traditional students.  
 Females are more likely to report a higher sense of separation than males, but the 
difference on homesick distress is not statistically significant (See Table 4.10). This finding 
provides one possible explanation to solve the controversy in previous researches. Some 
researchers reported no statistically significant difference between males and females in 
homesickness (Brewin et al. 1989; Stroebe, Vliet, Hewstone, & Willis, 2002), while Archer et al. 
(1998) found female students to have a higher degree of homesickness. The result in this study 
suggests that previous researchers may fail to capture the difference between the two distinct 
constructs of homesick experience: separation and distress. As we mentioned earlier, students 
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may experience a moderate degree of separation while suffering minimal degree of distress. 
Indeed, the finding expands the sensitivity of the homesick measures in comparing males and 
females. Further analysis on gender when controlling for other pre-college characteristics will be 
discussed in the part of structural equation modeling.  
 When looking at the effect of race on homesickness, we find race influenced distress 
significantly, but not on separation. International students reported the largest degree of 
homesick distress, which supports prior research that suggests international students are more 
vulnerable to homesick grief especially when they encounter extra difficulties in accommodating 
to college: language challenges, environmental and political differences, and cultural shock 
(Johnson, Sandhu & Daya, 2007; Poyrazli & Lopez, 2007; Tartakovsky, 2007). Subsequently, 
Asian American students reported a higher degree of homesick distress than other domestic 
racial groups. However, no post-hoc pairwise comparison among the domestic racial groups was 
found to be statistically significant. In the later part of discussion, we used structural equation 
modeling to further study the influence of race on homesick distress when controlling for other 
demographic variables and academic performance in high school, aiming to picture the full story 
of the relationship between race and homesickness. 
 For the variable of residency, it exerted significant influence on homesick separation, but 
not on distress (See Table 4.12). Out-of-state residents reported significant higher degrees of 
homesick separation than in-state residents, lending partial support to other research that 
suggests geographic distances significantly impacts homesickness among college students 
(Fisher et al., 1986; Stroebe et al., 2002). However, previous studies failed to apprehend the 
difference between the patterns of distress and separation, let alone the probable explanations. 
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Whether the effect of residency on homesick distress remained insignificant after controlling for 
other variables would be elaborated later in the part of structural equation modeling. 
 Living on campus appeared to be another significant factor in homesick separation, but 
not in distress. Students living on campus reported a significantly higher degree of homesick 
separation, but the difference on distress is not significant (See Table 4.13). Pascarella’s (1985) 
model for assessing change offers a possible explanation for this finding. According to 
Pascarella’s (1985) theory, students’ development in college can be indirectly affected by the 
institution’s structural characteristics, such as size, electivity and residential character. Both 
students’ pre-college characteristics and institutional features shape their college environment, 
which affects the quality of student efforts, and their development subsequently (Pascarella, 
1985). Our study showed that students living on campus consisted of a significantly higher 
Table 5.1 
   
One-Way ANOVA of Campus on Gender Proportion (N=4,097) 
Campus n 
Gender 
Mean SD 
Off-campus 150 18.7% .39 
On-campus 3947 48.3% .50 
Total 4097 47.2% .50 
F 
 
51.584 
 
p   <.001   
 
proportion of female students: 48.3% versus 18.7% (see Table 5.1). As a result, living on campus 
becomes more convenient for females to find peers who share similar separation experience, 
yielding a higher degree of intrusive thinking and feeling of separation from home. Yet this 
experience does not necessary produce a higher degree of distress. Archer and his colleagues 
(1998) contended that the talking about homesick feelings with peers can actually elicit support 
of interpersonal relationship, which ease the possible grief due to environmental relocation. 
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Future research can explore other institutional characteristics that contributes to the significant 
higher degree of separation for students living on campus.  
 Of the student characteristics explored in this study, parental education appeared to be the 
only factor that played the significant role in both homesick separation and distress (See Table 
4.14). Students with a higher level of parental education reported lower degrees on the two 
homesick measures. Previous research has not directed adequate attention to the influence of 
parental education on homesickness. Tinto’s (1975) student departure model is maneuvered in 
this study to understand the relation between parental education and students’ homesick 
experience. In Tinto’s (1975) theory, students’ family background is hypothesized to 
continuously interact with institutional structure and community, shaping students’ integration to 
both academic and social contexts of the novel environment. It is possible that parents with a 
college degree or above may be more capable to mentor their offspring through the transitional 
period by providing adequate intelligent and social support resulting in a reduced strain between 
the highly perceived demand in college environment and sense of personal control (Fisher & 
Hood, 1987). Further discussion of how parental education interacts with college environment 
and experiences are presented through the results of structural equation modeling.   
 Students’ degree aspiration is found to be another significant predictor on homesick 
distress, but not on separation. Higher degree aspiration is associated with lower degree of 
homesick distress (See Table 4.15). This finding is consistent with previous research that 
suggests students’ degree aspiration can influence students’ institutional experience and 
integration (Pascarella, 1985; Tinto, 1987).  It is important to consider Fisher’s (1989) 
multicausal homesickness model for another explanation. Fisher (1989) contended that two 
factors determined the generation of homesickness: disliking the university and attachment to 
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home. It’s defendable to argue that students with higher degree aspiration are more determined to 
cope with the challenges in the novel environment, yielding a more satisfactory transitional 
experience which alleviates homesick distress. The insignificant association between degree 
aspiration and homesick separation indicates that the homesick feelings, such as missing family 
and friends, can be experienced by students with different levels of degree aspiration and are not 
necessarily related to degree aspiration.  Again, the contrast between the two different patterns of 
homesick measures lends support to the earlier argument that separation and distress are two 
distinct constructs experienced by various student sub-populations.   
Discussions of the Integrative Model of Homesickness 
 Earlier discussion deliberated about the individual influences of students’ pre-college 
characteristics on their experience of homesickness. This part of discussion will further talk 
through their impacts on homesickness in the presence of other variables through psychological, 
social cognitive and student development perspectives. Since separation as a normative 
experience is reported by the majority of the students and less detriment to their development, 
this study will focus on homesick distress only. By testing the hypothesized model through 
structural equation modeling (SEM), findings provide insights to how students’ background 
characteristics and institutional experiences individually and collectively influence the intensity 
of homesick distress. 
Psychological perspective. 
 Psychological models of homesickness are predicated on the belief that students’ 
homesickness is created by two types of stressors: attachment to home and adjustment 
difficulties in the new environment (Archer, Ireland, Amos, Broad & Currid, 1998; Stroebe & 
Schut, 1987; Stroebe et al., 1999). On one hand, after relocation and being separated from the 
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previous life circles, students may have a sense of reduced personal control over the new high 
demanding environment, which can yield homesick grief. Thus students’ attachment style and 
coping with bereavement become strong predictors of homesickness (Stroebe & Schut, 1987; 
Stroebe et al., 1999): if they have a secure attachment style and are more capable of coping with 
loss, such missing friends or family, homesick distress will be alleviated; otherwise they are 
more vulnerable to homesickness due to a lowered sense of control and a heightened strain 
between the demand of new environment and perceived threat.  
On the other hand, the degree of integration to the new environment can influence 
students’ degree of homesickness through the need to belong. If students formed a good 
integration to the university communities and thus fulfilled their need to belong (Watt & Badger, 
2009), homesick grief would be diminished; otherwise the conflict between the desire of 
acceptance and adjustment difficulties may boost the degree of homesickness by students’ 
disliking the university (Archer et al., 1998). 
 In this study, the survey scale of social integration incorporates the dimension of 
belonging need (see Table 4.2). It measures students’ sense of belonging, fitting in and satisfying 
with the social life on campus, while the scale of life stress measures the degree of stress that 
students experienced regarding being responsible for themselves, motivating themselves to get 
the work done on time (see Table 4.2).  The results of structural equation modeling indicate that 
social integration exerted significant influence on homesickness (see Table 4.17). The negative 
path coefficient from social integration to homesickness suggests that students with higher 
degree of social integration reported significant lower degree of homesick distress. Furthermore, 
implied by Tinto’s (1993) and Torres and Solberg’s (2001) models, this study hypothesized that 
life stress impacted homesickness through the mediation of social integration, academic 
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integration and institutional commitment. Since the scales of life stress survey items are reversed, 
the positive coefficients in the regression paths indicate that higher life stress is associated with 
lower degree of social integration, academic integration and commitment to the university (see 
Table 4.17), which yields a higher degree of homesickness. The total effect of life stress on 
homesickness is statistically significant (see Table 4.22).  
 The results of this study renders support to what psychological perspective asserted 
(Fisher, 1989), that the perceived stress of losing control under the demand of the new 
environment would result in a higher possibility of being homesick. Along with leaving home is 
the interruption of life style, older routines, behaviors that cannot empower students to confront 
the new demands in the novel environment (Fisher, 1989). Subsequently a reduced sense of 
control and the stress produced out of it can engender depressive feelings, such as homesickness.  
In addition, this study’s finding indicates that social integration is another important 
factor that affects students’ degree of homesickness. Students, who experience a better 
adjustment to the new environment, feel accepted and thus satisfy their belonging needs, report a 
reduced degree of homesickness (see Table 4.2 & Table 4.17). This survey construct corresponds 
to the restoration-oriented predictor proclaimed by Stroebe and her colleagues (1999), which 
emphasized the development of a new identity after departing home. If a student feels being 
accepted in the novel environment, it is reasonable to argue that he/she is embracing a new 
identity out of that new social context, rather than trying to protect his/her old social 
identity/bonds (Stroebe et al., 1999; Watt & Badger, 2009). In return, this social support out of 
the new identification will equip the individual with better cognitive and emotional strength to 
confront the demands in the new situations, producing less detrimental feelings of homesick 
distress (Stroebe et al., 1999; Watt & Badger, 2009). In sum, both life stress and social 
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integration are significant predictors of homesickness, providing additional support to the 
previous psychological models, such as multicausal model (Fisher, 1989), dual process model 
(Stroebe & Schut, 1987; Stroebe et al., 1999) and belonging model (Watt & Badger, 2009).   
Social cognitive perspective. 
Based on the Torres and Solberg’s (2001) model of self-efficacy and stress on health and 
persistence intention, this study hypothesized that students’ degree of academic self-efficacy 
would influence homesickness indirectly through social integration and life stress. Since 
previous research has not yet studied the impact of academic integration and institutional 
commitment on homesickness and their relations to academic self-efficacy, this studies adds to 
existing literature by proposing indirect effects of academic self-efficacy on homesickness 
through academic integration and institution commitment, as implied by Tinto’s (1987) departure 
model, where social integration, academic integration and institution commitment correlates with 
one another and influences student’s outcome collectively.  
The results of the data analyses offers support for several aspects of the hypothesis. First, 
academic self-efficacy is found to have significant direct effects on social integration, academic 
integration and institution commitment (see Table 4.20). Higher academic self-efficacy is not 
only a strong predictor of an increased degree of social integration, but also of academic 
integration and institution commitment, all of which impacted homesickness significantly and 
directly. Second, the results confirm Torres and Solberg’s (2001) study that academic self-
efficacy is related with life stress: higher degree of academic self-efficacy predicting lower 
degree of life stress, both of which are associated with higher degree of social integration, 
academic integration, and institutional commitment (see Table 4.17). The direct effects and 
indirect effects of academic self-efficacy through life stress are significant on social integration, 
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academic integration, and institutional commitment (see Table 4.20).  Third, through the 
mediation of the four constructs: life stress, social integration, academic integration and 
institution commitment, academic self-efficacy is found to have significant indirect effect on 
homesickness (see Table 4.21). Being more academically confident is significantly related with a 
lower degree of homesickness.  
These findings affirm the importance of academic self-efficacy that undergirds students’ 
social cognitive ability. Higher academic self-efficacy helps students develop a higher capability 
of coping with demands in the novel environment. Rather than viewing these demands as threats, 
students with higher academic self-efficacy are confident to perceive transition from high school 
to college as challenges and are less likely to surrender to stress produced by the tension between 
the demands in the new location and a sense of lost control, the result of which is that they are 
more able to integrate to both the academic and social contexts of the university, achieving a 
higher commitment to the institution (Bandura, 1977, 1986; Schunk & Pajares, 2001; Torres & 
Solberg, 2001). It’s not surprising to find that these students reported a significantly lower degree 
of homesick distress.  
 Student development perspective. 
 Although psychological and social cognitive perspectives provided theoretical support to 
unravel the possible impacts of students’ academic self-efficacy, life stress and social integration 
on their homesick experience, it’s not clear how students’ pre-college characteristics may shape 
these traits/experiences. Student development perspective fills up this lack by encompassing 
students’ experiences prior to college and throughout the transition period. Therefore, this study 
adopted Tinto’s (1987) theory of student departure and Pascarella’s (1985) general model for 
assessing change, to incorporate all the factors that may have possible impact on students’ 
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academic self-efficacy, life stressor, and social integration. Moreover, in Tinto’s (1975) model, 
the constructs of academic integration and institutional commitment are instituted as strong 
predictors to influence students’ departure intention. Correspondingly, this study hypothesized 
that these two factors along with social integration would directly impact students’ degree of 
homesickness, all of which will be formed by the influence of precedent sets of variables, such as 
psychological traits and demographic characteristics. 
In our study, the survey scale of academic integration measures students’ self-evaluation 
of keeping current with academic work, being motivated to complete academic work and 
learning (see Table 4.2). And the survey construct of institutional commitment measures the 
level of students’ commitment to complete a degree at the university and their intention to come 
back for the next semester and academic year (see Table 4.2). Analysis of the model (see Table 
4.21) indicates that both academic integration and institutional commitment have significant 
direct effects on homesick distress. Higher academic integration and institutional commitment 
are associated with lower homesick distress. This finding offers support to the contention by 
Tinto (1987) and Pascarella (1985) that quality of student efforts directly influence students’ 
change/development in college. Moreover, this set of variables, including institutional 
commitment and integration to the academic and social contexts of the university, is shaped by 
the joint force of preceding variables, such as students’ background and precollege 
characteristics. The succeeding part will discuss in detail about how these forces influence 
homesickness indirectly through academic integration, social integration and institutional 
commitment. The variables covered in this study are race, gender, parental education, high 
school academic performance, academic self-efficacy and life stress. 
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Race. 
 The results of structural education modeling (see Table 4.18) show that compared to their 
White peers, Asian students demonstrate a significant lower degree of academic self-efficacy and 
higher degree of life stress. No significant differences are found between Hispanic, Multiracial 
and White students regarding academic self-efficacy and life stress. It’s interesting to note that 
after controlling for the gender, residency, high school academic performance and parental 
education, Black students demonstrated a significantly higher degree of academic self-efficacy 
than White Students. Yet the total effect of being African American on life stress is insignificant 
(see Table 4.18). In the contrast, compared to being a White student, being Asian placed the 
students on a position that is more vulnerable to homesick distress (see Table 4.21).  
This finding starts to unravel the complexity of race in college students’ psychological 
experiences. Since previous research (Loo & Rolison, 1986; Cabrera & Nora, 1994; Poyrazli 
&Lopez, 2007) tended to include several racial groups into one category named “minority”, the 
differences between various racial groups have been diminished. Our study reveals different 
patterns for Asian, Hispanic, multiracial and Black students in a white-dominated campus 
environment, not only on homesickness but also in other dimensions of transitional experiences. 
For example, compared to White students, Asian students demonstrated a significant lower social 
integration, academic integration and institutional commitment, yielding a higher degree of 
homesick distress; while Black students reported a marginal significant higher degree of social 
integration (see Table 4.18). Neither Hispanic nor multiracial students showed any significant 
differences from White students on the three integration variables or homesick distress. Future 
research can employ qualitative method to explore the possible reasons behind these differences. 
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Gender. 
 The vulnerability of female students is vindicated in this study through several socio-
psychological traits.  After controlling for other demographic variables, female students are more 
likely to experience a lower degree of academic self-efficacy and higher degree of life stress (see 
Table 4.18). Furthermore, female students displayed a significant lower degree of institutional 
commitment, academic and social integrations. As a result, the total effect of being a female is 
statistically significant on homesick distress, i.e. they are more likely to be surrendered to a 
higher degree of homesick distress than males when controlling for race, residency, parental 
education and high school academic performance (see Table 4.18).  This finding is not surprising 
because some researchers (Archer, Ireland, Amos, Broad & Currid, 1998; Stroebe, Vliet, 
Hewstone, & Willis, 2002) have previously proclaimed that females reported a significant higher 
degree than males. However, this study differs from previous studies in two important ways. 
First, this study explored the effect of gender on socio-psychological traits in an effort to unravel  
Table 5.2 
     One-Way ANOVA of Gender on ACT and High School GPA (N=4,097) 
Gender n 
ACT High School GPA 
Mean SD Mean SD 
Male 2162 26.03 3.933 3.56 0.421 
Female 1935 24.46 3.782 3.67 0.375 
Total 4097 25.28 3.940 3.61 0.403 
F 
 
159.376 
 
75.196 
 
p   <.001   <.001   
 
the underlying tissues of homesickness. Second, it revealed different patterns of gender’s 
influence with and without controlling for other demographic variables.  On one hand, the 
ANOVA results in Table 4.10 showed no significant differences between males and females on 
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homesick distress; on the other hand, after controlling for race, parental education and high 
school academic performance, being a female has a significant indirect influence on homesick 
distress. One possible reason is that female students displayed significant different patterns from 
their male peers on high school academic performance: they achieved a significantly higher high 
school GPA but lower ACT score (see Table 5.2). After deducting the influence of gender on 
homesick distress due to high school academic performance, being female alone placed the 
students on a more vulnerable position to homesick grief. Future research can explore further 
why ACT differs from high school GPA in gender pattern, and how these differences shape 
females’ nuanced experiences in college. 
Parental education. 
Parental education has not been previously studied in the research of homesickness. 
Analysis of the model showed that after controlling for race, gender, residency and high school 
academic performance, parental education had a marginal significant direct effect on the degree 
of life stress, i.e. students with higher parental education reported a lower degree of life stress 
(see Table 4.18). After adding the indirect effect through academic self-efficacy, the total effect 
of parental education on life stress is statistically significant (p<.05). It is possible that having a 
parent with higher education level can better equip students with strategies of coping with 
challenges in life, yielding a lower degree of life distress. Another plausible reason is that 
students whose parents received a lower education are already placed on a disadvantaged 
socioeconomic position that exposes them to more life struggles.  
In addition, after controlling for high school academic performance and other 
demographic variables, the total impact of parental education on academic self-efficacy is 
insignificant (see Table 4.18). It may be that parental education influences academic self-efficacy 
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mainly through higher school performance. Students with lower parental education but achieved 
similar academic performance in high school as those with higher parental education can 
demonstrate indistinguishable academic self-efficacy. 
Another intriguing finding pertaining to parental education is that its indirect impacts on 
social and academic integration are both significant (see Table 4.18). Higher parental education 
is associated with higher degree of social and academic integration. One possible explanation is 
that parents with higher education level are more capable to mentor their offspring through the 
transitional period, resulting in a smoother integration to the academic and social contexts of the 
university. The influence of parental education on institutional commitment is only marginally 
significant (p=.057). Finally, the overall influence of parental education on homesick distress is 
statistically significant, i.e. students with higher parental education reported a significantly lower 
degree of homesick distress (see Table 4.18). 
Residency. 
Contrary to parental education, residency exerted significant influence on academic self-
efficacy after controlling for other pre-college characteristics, but not on life stress (see Table 
4.18), i.e. in-state residents displayed a significantly lower degree of academic self-efficacy than 
out-of-state residents. Moreover, the results in Table 4.18 indicated that residency influenced 
academic integration, social integration and institutional commitment indirectly and significantly. 
Compared to out-of-state residents, in-state residents reported significant lower social integration, 
academic integration and institutional commitment after controlling for other demographic 
variables and high school academic performance. In summary, the overall influence of residency 
on homesick distress is statistically significant (see Table 4.18). In-state residents are more 
vulnerable to homesick distress than out-of-state residents. 
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This finding is noteworthy when combined together with the ANOVA results in Table 
4.12, which showed that in-state residents reported significant lower degree of homesick 
separation, yet displayed similar average score of homesick distress. After controlling for other 
pre-college characteristics, the influence of residency on homesick distress rose to be significant.  
Previous research showed that distance played a significant role in homesickness for college 
students (Fisher, Frazer, & Murray, 1986). But the finding in our study revealed different  
Table 5.3 
     One-Way ANOVA of Residency on ACT and High School GPA (N=4,097) 
Residency n 
ACT High School GPA 
Mean SD Mean SD 
Out-of-state 1722 26.05 3.706 3.59 0.435 
In-state 2375 24.79 4.006 3.63 0.378 
Total 4097 25.28 3.940 3.61 0.403 
F 
 
96.193 
 
8.575 
 
p   <.001   0.003   
 
patterns on the two dimensions of homesickness: separation and distress. While it’s reasonable to 
argue that in-state residents have lower sense of separation due to their easier accessibility to 
home, it’s not intuitive to explain why in-state residents are more vulnerable to homesick distress, 
after controlling for other pre-college characteristics. One possible reason is that out-of-state 
students have a significant higher academic self-efficacy (see Table 4.18). Another explanation 
may be that in-state residents achieved a significantly higher high school GPA but lower ACT 
score (see Table 5.3). If the differences on high school academic performance is controlled for 
these two sub-populations, being in-state residents alone is associated with higher degree of 
homesick distress. Future research is needed to determine how differences on academic self-
efficacy occur between in-state and out-of-state students after controlling for race, gender, 
parental education, ACT and high school GPA, shaping homesick experiences differently.  
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High school academic performance. 
It’s interesting to find that the total effect of ACT is insignificant on life stress (see Table 
4.19). Students with higher ACT score reported a significantly higher degree of academic self-
efficacy which yielded a lower life stress. However, after controlling for other pre-college 
variables and academic self-efficacy, the direct effect of ACT on life stress is negative, denoting 
higher ACT is associated with higher life stress. Adding the direct and indirect effects together, 
the total effect of ACT on life stress is diminished to insignificance. Combined with finding that 
ACT and high school GPA showed opposite patterns in gender and residency, future research is 
needed to unravel the different tissues between ACT and high school GPA, especially how they 
influence students’ experience of life stress differently.  
Besides that, analysis of the model revealed that both ACT and high school GPA exerted 
significantly positive influence on academic self-efficacy, social integration, academic 
integration and institutional commitment respectively (see Table 4.19). Students with higher 
ACT or high school GPA are more academic self-confident, and more likely to experience better 
integration to the social and academic contexts of the university and a higher degree of 
commitment to the institution, the result of which is a significantly lower degree of homesick 
distress (see Table 4.19).  
Previous research on college persistence offers possible explanations for the significant 
role of high school academic performance on homesickness. Allen (2005) suggested that the 
measure of academic performance in high school incorporated not only ability but also multiple 
attitudinal virtues, such as motivation, organization and timelines. The significant relationship 
between high school academic performance and college persistence has been tested and affirmed 
by a number of studies (Allen, 1999; DeBerard, Spielmans, & Julka, 2004; Porchea, Robbins & 
99 
 
 
 
Phelps, 2010; Robbins, Lauver, Davis, Langley & Langley, 2004). It is not surprising that 
students with higher academic performance in high school will equip themselves with better 
intelligence and organization skills when coping with challenges during college transition period. 
As Fisher (1989) claimed, a perceived sense of gaining control in the acclimatization would 
lessen the tension due to the demand of the new environment, resulting in a lower possibility of 
being homesickness. 
Implication for Practice 
The findings of this study provide important implications for higher education personnel, 
including higher education administrators, faculty, advisors, mental health counselors, parents 
and students. First, our findings enrich audience’s understanding of students’ homesickness by 
providing the following tested knowledge: 1) feeling of separation from friends and family is a 
normal phenomenon experienced by the majority of college freshmen, but the detrimental pangs 
out of it is another matter; 2) the intensity of homesick distress varies along a continuum: while 
the majority experienced less than a moderate degree of suffering, a small proportion of students 
reported severe homesick distress. Therefore in helping students cope with homesickness, 
practitioners are expected to distinguish students who suffer detrimental thoughts and feelings of 
separation from those with normative feelings. Parents, students and advisors are encouraged to 
openly discuss the feelings and concerns about staying away from home, such as missing friends, 
family etc. Students should be assured that feelings of missing home is normal and happening to 
everyone. However, if students demonstrate symptoms of keeping thinking about home and 
feeling tension all the time, higher education practitioners should intervene to provide timely 
treatment strategies.  
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Second, the results underline the importance of academic integration, social integration 
and institutional commitment in directly shaping students’ homesick distress. Collaboration 
among higher education administrators, faculty, advisors and parents will improve the quality of 
efforts to help students reduce adjustment stress which in turn ameliorate the intensity of 
homesick distress. The possible strategy includes promoting a prevention program with various 
parts at different times: 
1. Prior to students’ matriculation to college, higher education practitioners can utilize 
social networking website to initiate contacts with new students and assist them to 
form social support groups (Thurber & Walton, 2012). They can provide students 
with orienting information about the university and campus environment through 
Web sites, pamphlets and digital conversations in order to clue students in what they 
may encounter in the new school (Poyrazli & Lopez, 2007). Returning students and 
resident advisors can also join these groups to share their positive experiences of the 
university. Bright attitudes toward the new environment promote a stronger 
institutional commitment which is associated with better adjustment experiences. If 
new students feel socially accepted and supported upon arrival, they are less likely to 
experience severe homesick distress.   
2. Prior to their arrival, higher education practitioners can coach students for new skills 
which are necessary to handle the challenges in the university, and encourage them to 
practice before arrival. Preparedness can expedite students’ integration to the 
academic and social contexts of the new school, the result of which is a lessened 
homesickness. 
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3. Upon students’ arrival, higher education practitioners can aid students in getting 
themselves acquainted with various aspects of the university (e.g. academic and 
social), such as offering a genial orientation where social connections are facilitated, 
arranging workshops in which students can know what to expect and where to find 
supports and resources (e.g. resident staff, health center staff and psychologists) when 
in need. Once students feel more integrated to the university contexts, they are less 
likely to feel homesick distress. 
Third, our results further suggest that academic self-efficacy and life stress play 
significant roles in forming students’ integration experiences as well as homesickness. Lower 
academic self-efficacy and higher life stress are associated with lower degree of academic 
integration, social integration and institutional commitment, yielding an intensified homesick 
distress. Therefore, higher education practitioners can establish prevention programs to improve 
students’ academic self-efficacy and coping skills on life stress. For instance, faculty and 
advisors can build cooperative learning settings both inside and outside the classrooms where 
student can experience supportive interactions and guidance. Learning community is another 
strategy to help students build up higher academic self-efficacy. Chen (2014) suggests that by 
observing the “model person” in a learning community, students who share similar past 
experiences will come across a higher degree of self-efficacy. Therefore, university officials 
should endeavor to locate the potential “model persons” among returning student with identified 
features of vulnerability to homesickness, such as females, international students, Asians, first-
generation college students, in-state residents and those with poor academic performance in high 
school. Setting the “model persons” as positive example for transition and success in college will 
help students improve academic self-efficacy and integration. As for the students who reported 
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higher life stress, higher education practitioners can provide them with quality counseling on 
how to manage life stress effectively through positive thinking, emotion controlling and other 
professional techniques, which will help improve integration and homesick experiences. 
Fourth, since our findings have identified risk factors leading to higher possibility of 
homesickness, higher education practitioner should design intervention programs to target on the 
more vulnerable student sub-populations, helping them prevail over the personal, academic and 
social hurdles relating to homesickness. Results on comparative statistics and structural equation 
model suggest the following implications: 
1. Create an atmosphere of greater acceptance across the campus-wide community for 
international students (Watt & Badger, 2009). The activities include stimulating 
friendships between international students and U.S. students through various 
opportunities. International fairs, homeland festivals, multicultural events, movie 
nights etc. are all good means for faculty and advisors to orchestrate. It’s important 
for faculty and advisors to learn, appreciate and address different cultures and 
communication styles represented by the international students (Poyrazli & Lopez, 
2007). Such social activities are in line with the internationalization effectors by 
campus and can help reduce misunderstanding and lead to an increased mutual 
acceptance which serves as an important social support for international students in 
the acculturation process. The more international students are socially integrated to 
the new environment, the less likely they will suffer homesick pangs.  
2. Since we find in this study that females, Asian Americans and students with lower 
high school academic performance are more vulnerable on all the measures of 
foregoing experiences: academic self-efficacy, life stress, academic integration, social 
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integration, institutional commitment and homesick distress (see Table 4.22), all the 
strategies mentioned previously should be applied to these sub-populations.  Our 
findings also reveal that Black and Hispanic racial groups do not perform less in any 
of experiential variables. Therefore, higher education practitioners should avoid 
thinking stereotypically that minority students must be vulnerable.   
3. In addition to integration experiences, students of low parental education displayed 
further fragility in life stress and in-state residents in academic self-efficacy. As a 
result, professional counseling can be provided to first-generation college students, 
especially on how to manage life stress in college transition periods. Higher education 
practitioners can also promote cooperative learning strategies and learning 
communities among in-state residents, with the aim of increasing their degree of 
academic self-efficacy. Furthermore, both of these two student groups should be 
coached to adjust themselves into the academic and social settings of the new school, 
which helps ameliorate the intensity of homesick distress. 
Implications for Future Research 
  This study examined how students’ pre-college characteristics, sociopsychological traits 
and environmental factors work together to shape their homesick experiences. The main products 
of our study include comparative statistics and a tested predictive model of homesickness (Figure 
4.1). As mentioned previously, the data are collected from Iowa students only. Future 
exploration should continue the data mining and test our findings within a more diverse sample, 
such as other public universities both inside and outside Iowa, private higher education 
institutions, community colleges etc. It’s appealing to know whether the findings relating to 
comparison of homesickness among various student sub-populations (e.g. age groups, gender, 
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ethnicity etc.) hold true at other education settings. It’s also recommendable to expand the utility 
of the predictive model by continuously testing the model fit and estimates in a variety of student 
samples.   
 The proportion of variance of homesickness being explained by the proposed model is 
24.9%. In order to improve the predictive power of the model, future research can include 
variables that are not collected in the current study. For example, in addition to parental 
education, future research can include other variables relating to students’ social economic status. 
It is also beneficial to have information on students’ attachment style, decision control, 
geographic distance from home, frequency and methods of contacting with home, quantity and 
quality of social activities in the new school etc. According to Pascarella’s (1985) theory, 
organizational characteristics of the university is an important force in shaping students’ 
interactions with the novel environment, which subsequently affect their institutional experiences. 
Future study can explore the influence of relevant institutional characteristics on students’ 
homesickness. In expanding the structure of the model by adding more measurements, 
researchers need to obtain a new measurement model through EFA and CFA process.   
 Future researchers can also conduct longitudinal studies, i.e. to follow students through 
the time since enrollment. Students’ perception of homesickness may be changing over time, and 
the longitude data can provide very beneficial information about students’ experiences along 
different stages. It is reasonable to hypothesize that the intensity of homesickness will be 
diminished as time passes by. Results can be very different if we track the measures of some key 
experiences over time. Student may develop different patterns of integrations and homesickness 
after initial adjustment period. 
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 One additional finding in our study showed that females, Asians, first-generation 
college students, in-state residents and students who are less academically prepared demonstrated 
more vulnerability in homesickness. To explore this phenomenon deeper, it is recommended that 
researchers employ qualitative methods to unravel the causes of differences. For example, why 
do females encounter more difficulties to integrate themselves into the academic and social 
contexts of the university? Why do Asians display different patterns in homesickness from other 
racial groups? Do students with lower parental education cope with life stress differently from 
others, and thus impede their ability to handle home separation? Why do in-state students report 
lower homesick separation but in turn suffer higher degree of homesick distress than out-of-state 
residents? What factors cause in-state residents to experience lower academic self-efficacy, 
lower academic integration, social integration and institutional commitment? What institutional 
characteristics contribute to the higher degree of homesick separation for students living on 
campus? These questions are calling for additional research, both quantitative and qualitative, to 
study the sociopyschological and adjustment experiences of particular student sub-populations. 
Lastly, our study showed that different patterns occurred between ACT and high school 
GPA relating to gender and residency (see Table 5.2 & 5.3). Females and in-state residents 
reported better high school GPA but lower ACT scores. A deeper examination should continue 
regarding how ACT and high school GPA differ in relation to gender and residency and its 
potential impact on students’ experiences of integration and homesickness. It is recommended 
that future research divide  students into four categories (higher GPA and ACT, higher GPA and 
lower ACT, lower GPA and higher ACT, and lower GPA and ACT), and then compare the 
groups on academic self-efficacy, life stress, academic integration, social integration, 
institutional commitment and homesickness. Results can provide useful insights to unravel the 
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multifaceted nature of different measures of academic performance and their potential influence 
on students’ integration and homesick experiences in college. 
Conclusion 
The purpose of this study is to better understand first-time college students’ experience of 
homesickness in their transition to university, and to develop an integrative model that unravel 
how students’ background characteristics, sociopsychological variables and institutional 
experiences affect their homesickness. The results of the study confirmed two constructs 
underlying homesick scales: separation and distress. Females, out-of-state residents, students 
living on campus and first-generation college students reported a significantly higher degree of 
homesick separation. As for the intensity of homesick distress, the findings from structural 
equation modeling provide insights on what factors exert significant influence. First, gender and 
race are significant predictors of homesickness. Being female or Asian not only has a significant 
effect on homesick distress, but also has an influence on academic self-efficacy, life stress, 
institutional commitment, academic and social integration.  Second, in-state residents displayed 
vulnerability in academic self-efficacy, academic integration, social integration and institutional 
commitment. Third, higher parental education is associated with lower life stress, higher 
academic and social integration. Fourth, better high school academic performance is associated 
with higher academic self-efficacy and has an influence on students’ transitional experiences, i.e. 
higher academic integration, social integration and institutional commitment. Fifth, increases in 
academic self-efficacy, academic integration, social integration and institutional commitment as 
well as decrease in life stress have a negative effect on homesick distress. 
 Homesickness is now perceived as natural education experience in the transition from 
high school to university. The results of this study not only extend the body of knowledge to 
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specifically examine how different forces individually and collectively influence homesickness, 
but also serve as an inspiration for higher education personnel to develop and implement 
effective prevention and intervention strategies, in order to ameliorate the intensity of homesick 
distress and promote a better transitional experience. Implications for future research are 
provided to stimulate additional studies on college students’ homesick experience. 
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